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PREFACE

At the invitation of Dr. How.rd R. Boozer, Executive Director of the
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education and of the Postsecondary
Education‘Planning Commiésion, the four individuals listed on the title
page of this report agreed to undertake an in-depth study of the library
resources and needs of postsecondary institutions in Sovth Carolina as a
part of the Commission's long-range planning efforts. Their efforts were
to assist in achieving the Commission's primary aim: "strengthening all
the State's institutions of higher learning so that quality education will
be available for every citizen who wants it and can profit from it." As an
essential component of any educational institution, the library has an
important role to play in achieving "quality education.”™ The library study
is to be one part of a comprehersive plan to assess the needs of various
institutions and make recommendations for a cohesive system of postsecondary.
education. | ‘

Initial planning for the study began at a meeting of academic and public
librarians on October 1, 1975, in Columbia. The survey team, along with
Dr. Boozer and Dr. Frank Kinard of the Commission staff, shared with
South Carolina librarians their thinking about the nature and scope of the
study and asked for their suggesfions. The chairman of the team pointed out

that the timing of the survey was fortunate because of these events:

Books for College hibraries, 2nd edition, had just appeared; the new '"Standards

for College Libraries" of the Association of College and Research Libraries
had just been approved; and the revision ¢f Standard VI of the Commission on
Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools would shortly

be adopted.
In accordance with the philosophy of the ACRL standards that the best way

to assure quality of library collections can be achieved by checking standard
bibliographies, the surveyors developed an extensive questionnaire which in-
cluded standard bibliographies appropriate for each type of library (See

Appendix A). They believe the evaluative tools named in question 12 can be
effective instruments in evaluating library collections. " Although many"

libraries did not agree to the checking of such lists, enough did so to

enable the team to draw useful conclusions.

3



The survey also provided =an opportunity to test the collections, staff,
and buildingé‘of all the colleges in a State against the new ACEL Standards.

Dr. Kinard and his staff prepared basic data on enrollment, programs, faculty,
etc., from their files so that the data would be consistent for all institutions.
So far as we are aware this is the tirst statewide survey of libraries to use

the 1975 Standards as a measuring device. Since they apply only to senior
colleges and universities with bachelors and masters degrees their use has

. been confined to the institutions discussed in Chapter III. Extensive tables

in that Chapter provide a valuable basis for evaluation. The grade level for
each institution in holdings, staff, and buildings should be a determination
based upon the goals and purposes of the individual college (see Appendix 1).

" Standard VI of the Commission on Colleges of the Soutﬁern Association of
Colléges and Schools is a qualitative standard1 but affirms the importance o§
testing collections against standard lists and also stresses, as do the ACRL
Standards, the necessity for examining an institution's educational objectives
as a means of determining the adequacy of a library to meet those objectives.

Because the team was aware of the use of public libraries by college students,
the surveyors enlisted the aid of Miss Estellene Walker, South Carolina State
Librarian, in the‘selection of public libraries to be studied. Miss Walker
‘and her staff provided much useful information from the dafa regularly collected
by the S.C. State Library‘and we acknowledge our indebtednes: to her. The nine
public librarians who attended the October 1, 1975, meeting encouraged the sur-
veyors to make a special study of public library use. The team chairman followed
a form developed by Dennis Bruce of the Spartanburg Public Library and the data
were subsequently tabulated by the chairman's two assistants, Michael Wessells
and Barbara Buckley.

The original questionnaire was mailed to all librarians on November 6,
1975, with a request that it be returned by January 12, 1976. The deadline for
response to Item 12 was subsequently extended to May 1, 1976, to provide more
time for comparing holdings with the various bibliographic tools. . The question-
naire on public library use was distributed April 1, 1976, and that survey was
conducted in April and May. . o

In general the responsibility for analysis‘of various types of institutions
was divided as follows: Holley, thc two general purpose universities and the
public libfariés; Givens, the senior collégés; Sizemore,vthe two—-year institu-

tions; and Roper, the health science libraries. However, in attempting quite
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. literally to cover the State, each team member visited a variety of iﬁstitutions
and subsequently shared his or her observations with the rest of the téam.- These
"visits took place in February, March, and April. Institutions visited included
three universities (including their health science libraries, where available),
the South Carolina State Library, 19 public and private senior colleges, 22 two-
year postsecondary institutions, 11 public libraries, and one industrial library.
The surveyors reassembled in Columbia on May 14, 1976, to share their observa-
tions and their data, summarize their findings, and outline chapters to be
written in the next two months. .

An attempt has been made to edit the chapters so that they will be brought
into one harmonious whole. Each chapter does, However, reflect the individuelity
of the writer and also substantial agreement by the entire team. The surveyors
believe that the summary and individual chapters are likely to be read care-
fully primarily by those administrators concerned with particelar types of‘libra—
ries and that they are likely to be as valuable separately as they are as part
of the total report. The summary chapter provides an overview of all the
chapters bue those interested in specifis must read the individual chapters.

We hope that the data gathered here will be useful not only to the Planning
Commission and the Commission on Higher Education, but also to governmental
officials, 1eg1slators, the State Library, the South Carolina Library Association,
librarians and all others who ‘are interested in the strengthening of S.C. libraries.
That there will be differences of opinion about some of the recommendations is to
_be expected, but the report will have served its purpose if it encourages dis-
cussion end debate which result in a better plan for library service to South
Carolina citizens. We believe we have collected data never before brought'
together on the status of South Carolina libraries and that this compiiation

can be a basis for further progress.

There remains only the pleasant duty of acknowledging our indebtedness to
our professional colleagues who have cooperated in this project. Their cooper-
ation and assistance have been invaluable. I also speak for the entire team
in expressing appreciation to Drs. Boozer and Kinard and the Commission staff
for the opportunity of working wi%li them. All of us agree that we have never

had a more‘rewarding professional experience. We hope Resources of South

Carolina Libraries will make a major contribution to 1ong—range plans for

postsecondary education in South Carolina.

Edward G. Holley
Chayel Hil1, N.C.
Augyst 31, 1976
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CHAPTER 1

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS*
y

In various sections of this report on the resources and services of
South Carolina libraries the survey teem has made suggestions, recommen-
dations, and proposals for constructive action which, if implemented, would
make important contributions to the’ effectiveness, economy, and progress of
library service for all citizens. This chapter begins with a summary of the
most important of those recommendations and states the rationale for them.
Specific recommendations and the data to support them will be found in the

-individual chapters that follow.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Maintain the University of South Carolina at Columbia as the
State's major comzrehensive library resource. USC should make every attempt
to maintain its position among the top ten university libraries in the South
and to move into the top 50 nationally.

2. Continue to support a strong library program at Clemson University
in those areas, e.g., the sciences and engineering, which undergird the prin~
cipal mission of the institution. ‘

3. Develop a stronger program of sharing library resources between
USC and Clemson as well as among other colleges and universities and the
public libraries in the State. .

4. Encourage the development of centralized processing of library
materials for all smallrcollegesaand public libraries, making use of the
emerging Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET) and the already existing
processing center for the USC branches in Columbia.

5. Define the role of USC toward its branches and regional campuses,

*By Edward G. Holley
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"patticularly with respect to the ccordination of library development.

6. Encourage the USC and Clemson libraries to assume a leadership
role in State library development and to ‘cooperate with rhﬁ State Library
to better utilize their resources for all South Carolina c1tizens. _

‘7. Establish a time-table for meeting the ACRL 1975 Standards for
all publicaily supported four-year institutions. For example, the South
Carolina Commission on Higher Educationm, in consultation with the colleges,
should determine the grade level they should attain, and establish a five-
or ten-year plan. However, all institutions should bring their holdings to
a minimum’ grade level of "C" (65 percent of what the standard requires) as
soon as possible. ‘

8. Encourage the establishment of a State-wide data base to facilitate
analysis of the holdings of academic and public libraries against standard
bibliographies as a step toward better sharing of library resources.

9.’ Encourage the establishment of a State-wide data base for non-
print media, serials, South Caroliniana, rarities, and for the regular reporting
of such items. A cooperative program for the sharing of films is needed.

10. Encourage the establishment of a stronger Statc-wide interlibrary
network to facilitate increased interlibrary loan activities.

11. Discourage the establishment of any new public colleges until all
existing college libraries have met minimum standards. |

12. Encourage .the USC College of Librarianship to work with the State _
Library and the S.C. Library Association to provide continuing education oppor-
tunities for library staffs.

13. Encourage the building of basic collections in the two-year post-
secondary institutions adequate to support existing programs.

14, Encourage the provision of additional staffing for libraries in
two-year institutions.

15. Where institutions are located in proximity to each other and new
facilities, collections, and staff are needed, encourage joint library develop-
ment.

16. Continue the support of the Med1ca1 Un1ver51ty of South, Carollna as
the State's major 11brary resource for’ the health sc1ences, and increase the-
tota1 holdings. _ ‘ -

17, Encourage coordination of the library acquisitions program of the

new USC School of Medicine with the Medical University of South Carolina in.;

12



o:der to ensure a stfong biomedical cdmmunications’netwdrk'for the State.

18. Continue the development of separate standérds of support for
hqalth sciences libraries. | g

19. Encourage the passage of‘a depositoTy 1aw;for State documents so
that all citizens will have reasonable accesS to the publications of their
‘government. _ H

20. Develop plans for State-wide 1ibrary caprdination and consider

means of funding those activities separately from other library appropriations.

BACKGROUND

In the past decade libraries of all kindS have experienced the greatest
growth and development in their history. Funds provided through a variety of
federal programs stimulated the expansion of €0ljections, buildings, and ser-
vices in a way which had not been known in 1ibrary history since Andrew Carnegie
‘provided -his 1argesse for building public lib¥arjes in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. South Carolina 1ibTaries have participated in this
library expansion and now have some excellent byjldings and strong working
collections in many parts of the State. Indeed, gome of the finest library
buildingsvin the country are located in South Carolina. While there are gaps
in the collections still to be filled and new byilding space is needed in a
few places, there has been notable library deV®}opment in the State in the
past decade. k ‘

According to the Southeastern States CooP®rative Library Survey, Southi
Carolina had 3.7 million books and bound peri®dicals in its academic 1ibraries,
2.2 million in its public libraries, and 2.4 ®1}14on in its school libraries
in 1971-72. South Carolina libraries were servVed by 531.5 librarians and
supported by annual expenditures of $17.9 milliop (see Table I).- While these
figures are subject to the normal variations iNeyjtable in collecting daca for
such a massive project and while the holdings 3te given only for books and bound
periodicals, the gross figures should be usefuvl for planning purposes. One can,
for example, note that most library holdings 3Fe in public institutions and
that public funds, whether Federal, State, or local, support the resources and
services in most of these libraries.

Further progress has been made in the int@Xyening three years since the

13



TABLE I

SOUTH CAROLINA LIBRARIES, 1971-72

' Book and Periodical ‘ Total
Libraries Holdings Expenditures Prof. Librarians Personnel
Academic 3,737,543 $ 7,508,559 ~ 140.0 ~511.5
Public 2,202,695 . 6,088,732 101.5 564.7
School 2,358,481 2,707,038 225.0 521.0
*Qther
Law 68,421 111,661 2.0 4.0
Medical, Nursing 80,641 383,090 10.0 27.0
Special 264,150 454,726 29.0 82.5
State Agency
Libraries 13,999 71,948 3.0 7.5
Hospital & :
Institutional 38,365 197,313 3.0 30.0
State Library 91,139 387,129 16.0 34.0
Supreme Court 40,000 | 19,936 2.0 4.0
TOTALS 8,895,434 $17,930,132 531.5 1,786.2

SOURCE: Compiled from data in Mary Edna Anders, The Southeastern States Coopera-
tive Library Survey, 1972-74 Tables, Atlanta: Georgia Institute of Technology,
Engineering Experiment Station, Industrial Development Division, Apzil, 1975.
Basically the data are from fiscal year 1971-72. Though there are some exceptionms,
they would not alter the overall picture.
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Southeastern data were collected. According to data compiled by the South
Carolina State Library, total expenditures for public and academic libraries

in South Carolina in‘1974—75 amounted to approximately $19.5 million (school
libraries not included). Of this amount, $12.3 million were spent for academic
libraries and $7.2 million for public libraries (see Appendices E and F). State
and Federal funds provided a large part of the total financial resources in all
these libraries. The State Library reported $906,481 in State aid for public
libraries and $740,064 in federal Library Services and Construction Act funds
with an additional $1.5 million in federal revenue sharing funds. 1In addition,
some libraries are receiving personnel funds through federal emergency programs,
Since most of the students are enrolled in public institucions, the primary
source of funding for academic libraries comes from State appropriations. In
planning for the future, therefore, it is important that the State dollars
appropriated for libraries can be used for the maximum benefit for all South
Carolina citizens, while recognizing that institutions will give first con-
sideration to primary users and their needs. |

Since the early seventies there has been a relative loss in overall
support for libraries, chiefly due to decreased federal funding but also due
- to the recent recession. Under conditions of increased inflation, this stabi-

‘.yiied funding has been particularly unfortunate for libraries, most of which
“.uad never attained the level of funding necessary to provide adequate service.
South Carolina may have been more fortunate than most states in having erected
buildings and increased book collections before inflation took its terrible toll,
Nonetheless the period ahead will likely not see a resurgence of massive addi-
tional support. Thus coordination of library resources and services at the
State level will become imperative if South Carolina citizens are to have access
to maximum library service.

Academic libraries do not exist in a vacuum. Students in higher education
are noted for their use of all types of libraries and they tend. to seek solutions
to their library needs wherever they mav be found without considerac1on for boun-
daries of the campus or county lines. For that reason a strong public school
system, public 11brary system, and academic library system are needed and cooper-
ative efforts among them should be encouraged. In the future, libraries will
doubtless emphasize‘additional services which new quarters and resources make
possible. Officials will also find it necessary to target each dollar as care-

fully as possible. This will require scrong'leadership at the State level,
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eésierpbibiidéfaphic and physical access to all library resources, better
means of delivering library services, and effective cooperation from the
State's two universities which hold the bulk of the research library materials
in South Carolina. With better planning and a broader vision, the citizens of
the State, including the more than 100,000 students in its higher education
insficucions, can enjoy better library service at a relatively small increase
in the total cost. o

Sharing of library resources, of course, is never easy. Library litera-
ture has numerous examples of projects which started with great enthusiasm and
foundered on the indifference of governing bodies, lack of adequate funding for
central services, or the inertia or neglect of library staffs. Any plan must
take account of local needs and concerns as well as State-wide needs and must
involve librarians and boards at all levels. Any "library expert" or "manage-
ment expert' can devise good theoretical plans. These plans will come to naught
if there is not a commitment on the parﬁ of the individuals in all libraries to
see that they are properly implemented.

The individuals on the survey team were aware of all these factors as
they developed questionnaires, worked with thé staffs of the Commission on Higher
Education and the South Carolina State Library, and made visits to 45 academic
and 11 public libraries in the State. Their interv:iaws with 1ibrariané were
especially helpful in assessing strengths and weaknesses of the libraries. They
acknowledge with appreciation the cooperation of the many librarians in the State.
More than one team member commented that there was real strength in the library
staffs.

South Carolina is a relatively small state with excellent roads and the
ability ca provide‘services quickly to almost any part of the State. That is a
positive factor for library planning. Moreover, some good basic work has already
been done. Yet there is still some resistance to looking beyond the campus or
beyond the walls of the local library to the broader picture State-wide. This is

perhaps understandable, since many of the 1ibrariés have too few staff members
| and too little in the way of resources to enable them to do more than the immediate
day-to-day job. Nonetheless there is some truth to the statement of one librarian
that there are "lots of piddling little colleges with piddling collections."

Libraries open longer hours than can be legitimately staffed and trying
to be all things to all people are not likely to be very successful. This is

not to take away from the dedication or commitment of librarians, but a recognition
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of the fact that a viable library, academic or public, néeds a minimum numbef
of books, staff, and space to function effectively. With enroliments'of 300
or 500 or even 1,000, a number of colleges cannot provide the kind of financial
resources necessary for adequate library service. Some of these libraries are
in technical education colleges and centers, some in two-year branches of the
University of South Carolina, and some in private colleges struggling for sur-
vival. For example, the two—yeaf branches of USC had a total enrollment of
3,539 in fall, 1975, or about the size of one substantial State college.- Yet
' there were six of these branches in various‘parts of the State, some of them
in proximity to technical education colleges or centers. Moreover, 1,280 of .
the 3,539 students were enrolled at the USC Midlands Campus, the two-year unit
of the University of South Caroliha at Columbia. Headcount enrollments in the
other five two-year branches ranged from only 292 at Union to 765 at Lancaster,
and full-time equivalents reflect even smaller enrollments. In'é&dition, there
are nine technical education colleges or centers with headcount enrollments of
fewer than 1,000 students, and five with full-time equivalents of fewer than
500. 1It-is difficult to see how basic libraries can be justified economically
‘for each of these institutions considering the small number of students.

The examination of the public senior colleges, detailed in Chapter III,
revealed the folléwing measurements by the 1975 ACRL Standards as theyv relate

to collections, staff, and buildings:

Collections ‘ Staff ‘ Buildings
2 rate A ' 1 rates A ., 4 rate A
A\
1 rates B 2 rate B A 3 rate C
3 rate C 2 rate C 1 rates D
3 rate below D ' 3 rate D 1 rates below D

1 rates below D

To bring all of these colleges up to an A rating in all categories would be
prohibitively expensive. The deficiency in collections alone is almost 400,000
volumes. Yet these libraries clearly must be imprerd in some systematic way

if their colleges are to offer ''quality education." Even a modest plan will be
costly. For example, to bring the three branches of USC which have attained
senior college status up to 652 of the ideal standard (a letter grade of C) would
require the acquisition of 107 thousand volumes. At an estimated cost of $16

per volume, a total of $1.7 million would be needed.
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The problem of meeting the standard on staff is less costly. With
the addition of 15.5 new staff members all nine public senicr institutions
could be raised to a grade of B, but the cost would be an annual recurring one
which would need to be sustained. N

On bu’ldings the situation is much better. Both libraries rated D or
below among the public senior colleges have buildings under construction and
will presumably receive a grade of A when these are completed.

The team recognized that improvement in holiings‘and size of staff
will be difficult for most institutioms, but it does recommend that all insti-
tutions strive for a minimum grade of D in holdings (50 percent of what the
Standards require) and C in staff (55 percent of what the Standards require).

The situétion‘in the two-year public institutions is additional cause
for concern. Only two, Greenville Technical College and USC-Sumter, have more
than the 30,000 volumes regarded as standard for such institutions in Illinois
and Ohio. -If all public two-year institutions were to aim for this figure, the

‘total cost would be an estimated $5.2 million (325,019 volume deficit times $16
per voluﬁe). Even if the aim were only 20,000 volumes, the deficit for 13 two-
year institutions would be 87,179 volumes and cost épproximately $1.4 million
to eliminate. ‘

As has been suggested in Chapter IV, joint libraries or joint use of
facilities are one important way to solve thi§ugrob1em without the enormous
expense indicated above. Wﬁére two-year ifgtitutions are located close to
each other (e,g., Sumter aﬁd Beaufort), the solution seems obvious to the survey
team. |

If the State maintains separate facilities for z11 the current public
institutions, however, the minimal need for additional appropriatioms to provide-
library collections adequate for programs now in existence at senior.and two-year

~ institutions, excluding USC, Clemson, MUSC, and the new USC Medical School Library,
ranges from $2.3 millfon to $6.1 million depending upon which minimal figure one .
uses for two-year instiitutionms. ‘

The establishment and supﬁort of small public institutions is a matter of
South Carolina public¢ policy and it is not the function of this team to comment
on how many colleges South Carolina should have. The surveyors point out for the
record, however, that the cost of”maintaining an adequate college library with
small enrollments is substantial. A consequence of the decision to continue these

institutions in their present form will be greatly increased appropriations to
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Uih».
shpporn their libraries. Certainly in ﬁost of thesérfgégicutionsbthe iibrary
resources are weak and the service is poor. '

In the various chapters of this report, certain themes recur. South
Carolina has built some fine library buildings but has done somewhat less well
with collections and size of staffs, though both have improved in the past decade.
There has been a rapid expansion of individual institutions and educational pro-
grams across the State. The result is that library rvesources are spread thin
with heavy dependence upon other institutions. Coordination is therefore an urgent
matter for these libraries if they are to serve their users well. This means not
only building some collections where they do not now exist, but also sharing re-
sources among all types of libraries. Moreo;er, many of these institutions are
not making use of centralized processing of library materials and are not utilizing
basic lists to determine what materials are needed tov support their educational
programs. Equally important is the fact that many useful collections remain
uncataloged and that bibliographical tools to facilitate the sharing of these
resources do not presently exist.

Cooperative enterprises are one way to:share resources among all types
of libraries. Although funding of such enterprises has been minimal, the
centralized processing center for the USC two-year branch campuses and the
State Library's public library network are examplec of .cooperation which not
only should be encouraged but should bhe expanded. There is every‘reason to
expect that one good centralized processing center, paid for by contractural
égreements among many small college and public libraries, would reduce_the cbsts
of acquiring, cataloging, and classifying the small number of bonks most of the
libraries add in the course of a year.

The presence of the State Library network and the participation of
many academic libraries in the Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET;, should
ﬁot only be helpful in the expansion of a‘central processing center but also
lead to better bibliographical and physical access to all collections in the
State. Academic and public libraries should exchange materials much more freely
and a common borrower's card should be adopted for most regions of the State.

The passage of a depository law for South Carolina State documents would
also prbvide information about their government for students and for the public
generally at a very modest cost to the State.

According to the Act creating the National Commission on Libraries and

Information Science (NCLIS), the U. S. Congress has declared it to be a national



policY‘that "library and informaﬁion services adequate to meet the néeds

~of the pesple of the United Statés are essential to‘achieve national goals

and to utilize most effectively the ‘Nation's educational resources and that
the 7ederal government will cooperaée with state and local governments and

~ public and private agencies in assuring optimum provision of such services."
(Public Law 91-345, Section 2) Increased federal support. ts fund such cooper-
ation at state and local levels has been advocated by many public officials.
The NCLIS itself is developing a major plan for a national information network.
Networks at the state, regional, and national level will be needed to ensure
successful implementation of the plan. There should be strong working collec-
‘tions at the local level in school, public, academic, and sbecial‘libraries,
but these should be backed up by research libraries within the State and region,
with national resources available as a last resort. Coordination needs to
proceed at the State and local level so that the citizens of South Carolina
may benefit from the access to resources and services which these networks
will make possible.

To build upon the strong foundations already available, the survey team
has made numerous recommendations in the individual chapters. Manylof the
recommendations cail for institutional decisions about libraries. We urge
that these recommendations be given careful consideration by the library
community, public library boards, college and university administrators and
governing boards, citizens interested in quality education, and the Commission

or Higher Education.
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CHAPTER II

SOUTH CAROLINA'S TWO GENERAL PURPOSE UNIVERSITIES* -

There are two major‘academic library research collections in South
Carolinra: the University of South Carolina at Columbia and Clemson Univer-
sity. Both have resources not duplicated elsewhere in the State, and both
have programs of graduate study which require extenisive and sophisticated
library collections. By their very nature the materials acquired by these
two universities are expensive, they require highly trained staffs to assure
their best use, and they need buildings in which to make their resources
easier to use. As of this date, all of those needs have been met on the two
campuses. The State of South Carolina can be proud of the substantial pro- .
gress which has been made at its two major universities in the past decade,
and the legislature is to be congratulated on having made available funds
which assure such progress. To do anything which would weaken these two
major academic libraries in the State would not only harm the graduate pro-
grams of the two universities but would‘have adverse effect upon other colleges
and universities in the State which depend upon these collections for items
which they do not have in their own libraries.

The im§6rtance of these two universities in higher education in South

Carolina can be deduced from the following data for 1974-75:

Degrees Awarded ‘ Number - Percent
Total for State 18,606 100.0
usc 4,850 26.0

Clemson ‘ 2,235 12.0

* By Edward G. Holley

21



Master's Degrees Awarded Number Percent

Total for State . 3,635 100.0
Usc _ - ~1,642% 45.2
Clemson: 639 17.6
Winthrop 352 9.2
Medical University 243%* 6.7
SC State 223 ‘ 6.1

5.7

Citadel ‘ 209

Doctor's Degrees Awarded

Total for State 162 - 100.0
Usc 108 66.6
Clemson 47 29.0
Medical University 3 1.9
Bob Jones ey , 4 : 2.5

* Includes 275 J.D. degrees.
*% Includes 79 D.D.S. degrees and 148 M.D. degrees.

In terms of enrollment USC had more students enrolledt(ﬁead count) than
all four—year,private colleges and almost as many as all private colleges. To-
gether USC and Clemson have 56.3 percent of the FTE enrollment for four-year
colleges and 55.8 percent head-count. Even including the technical education .
centers. the two universities have almost 30 percent of the enrollment. _V 

As the data given below will indicate, the two universities also have the
largest collections and spend the largest sums of money for library service.
Although their expenditures are not as impressive as their total number of
students and programs, still, the& represent‘a substantial investment by the

State and constitute the State's major library resources. -

THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA (COLUMBIA)

Background

The University of South Carolina emerged as one of the leading universi-
ties in the nation before the Civil Wer. The legislature of the State appro-
priated funds for a separate library building, the first to open on anykcampus
- in America, in 1841. That library building with two subseduent additions still
houses the University's dlstingulshed South Caroliniana Collection, undoubtedly
" the best such collection in the world While progress had been significant.

l prior to 1860, with regular annual 1egisiative appropriations and strong faculty

interest, the USC library suffered almost total neglect for the remainder of
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the‘ﬁineteéntﬁ century. Thus what had been an:impfessive beginhing'did‘not
cbntinue. As ‘was "true in other states of the South, progress in the USC
library was to be painfuliy lew.ddring the next 50 years. . Major research
collections were non-existent and some would say that chefe was no graddété
school in the South worthy of the name between Chapel Hill, N.C., and Austin,
Texas.1 During the period from 1936 to 1956, according to the National Re-
search Council, only the universities of Texas and North Carolina ranked
among the top‘30 univérsities in the‘nétion in terms of the number of doctor-
ates awarded. Not surprisingly, 1ibrar§ resources were weak and ihadequate,
even for the graduate work which was being offered. As the South had lagged
behind the nation generally in its economic development, so it lagged in
graduate work and libraries. As late as 1962, when;Robert B. Downs wrote
a monograph on 1ibrafy resources for the Southern Regional Education Board,
there were only five Southern university libraries holding more than one
million volumes (Texas, North Carolina, Duke, Virginia, and Johns Hopkins).2
Thirteen universities had more than 500,000 volumes but there was no South
Carolina univérsity in either category. Thus for a hundred years after the
Civil War the development of library resources. at the University of South
Carolina can best be described as 'weak." That situation began to change
a decade ago. ‘

‘Today‘che University of South Carolina at Columbia.(hereafter referred
to as USC; the branch and regional campuses are included in Chapters 3 and 4)
is the most compréhensive university in 3outh Carolina. With 74 programs
‘of study leading to the bachelor's degree, 52 leading to the master's degree,
and 31 1eading to the &octoral degree, USC has more degree programs than any
other university in the State. However, while these programs- are formally
listed and have been approved by various bodies, one should note tﬁat usc
enrollments tend to be concentrated in just a few areas. For instance, total
FTE enrollment at the master's level in the fall,.1975, was 4,259, of which
1,595 students, or 37.5 percent, were enrolled in professional education pro-
grams. Similarly, doctoral programs enrolled 863 FTE students, Bhﬁ 361. or
41.8 percent, were enrolled in education degree programs. Other disciplines
showing sizeable‘enrollment for doctoral‘study included these major divisions:
business & management, 170; letters, 56; physical science, 79; psychology, 97;
and social science, including history, 46. In addition to these major degree

programs, there were 893 students enrolled in the Law ‘School working toward
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their first profeésional degree. Thus advanced work, while substantial,‘gwmk

is still not as extensive as the number of programs might seer to indicate.

Collections

To support the emerging programs at the advanced level, USC has put
special emphasis upon building library resources for graduate study. That
the USC library has made remarkable progress is clear. -Louisiana State
University has long collected statistics on the 50 major college and univer-
sity libraries in the South and a study of the relevant figures for three
South Carolina institutions incldded oun that list indicates that progress which

‘had been made (see Table 1I). USC advanced from 21st among thé 49 libraries

in 1964-65 in total holdings to 7th among 50 libraries in 1974-75. 1Imn its
expenditures for library materials, USC was exceeded in 1974-75 by only. four
other Southern universities, though its expenditures for salaries ranked tenth
and its total expenditures eighth (see Appendix D and Table II). .Certainly
in terms of its program goals and objectives it would be reasonable to expect
that USC would make every attempt to remain among the top ten university
libraries in the South. '

Perhaps no better indication of the prbgress USC has, made can be given
than the fact that it was invited to join the prestigious Association of Re-
seérch Libraries (ARL) in 1975. This Association now has a total membership
of 104, including the three U.S. national libraries, the major pdblic research
libraries, and the 93 largest university libraries in the United States and
Canada. Admission is limited to those university 1ibraries,TQithvsignificant
national résearch resources; which support extensive graduate and professiona1<'
education. As one of the newest members whose library resources are still
developing, USC ranked 56th in volumes held (but 28th in voiumes‘added), 79th
in periodicals, 64th in total staff, 32nd in expenditures for library materials,
and 57th in total library expenditures among the 88 university libraries in
1974-75. Budgetary reductions in 1975-76 may cause the USC libraries to slip
in rank among other Southern universities as well as among the other members
of ARL, but that will not be known for some time. ‘Meénwhile, a reasonable
goal might be for the USC libraries to aim for maintaining their rank in.the
top ten Southern universities and move into the top 50 nationally. .

Statistically, USC has improved significantly in the past decade. What

. of the improvement in the quality of resources? With doctorates now being
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TABLE 11

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA AT COLUMBIA - TEN YEARS OF GROWTH

- 1974-75
Columbia
1964-65 1974-75% Only ‘

Volumes in Library, June 30 599,404 1,597,305 1,372,326
Expended for Library Materials $275,600 - $1,643,242 $1,358}349
Total Library Expenditures $541,176 $3,606,493 $2,960,380
Library Staff |

Professional | 14.0 61 46

Supportive : ‘ 35.5 - 120 82
Fall Enrollment (Head Couht)

Resident Undergraduate 6,915 21,850 13,921

Graduate _ | ‘623 " 7,560 7,560

SOURCE: Statistics of Southern Coliege and University Libraries

* NOTE: These figures include the regional campuses as well. ‘See last
: column for Columbia only.
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offered in 31 fields, master's degrees in 52 fields;‘and bachelor's degrees
in 74 fields,;USC needs extensive resources targeted toward its major programs.
How well‘has that been accomplished? : l

Again the record must be regarded as impressive. Under the'definitions
provided by the surveyors, in which microforms are counted as volumes, the
USC 1ibraries contain over two and one-half million uuits, plus almost two
million manuscripts and over 100,000 maps and charts.3 During the past fiveb
years the average annual growth was 196,719 volumes. There are strong col~
lections in English and American literature and history, as expected, plus
especially strong collections in such scientific fields as biology, chemistry, ‘
geology, mathematics, and physics. Major reference works, indexes, abstracts,‘
etc., are all available, and there are extensive microform collections in
: history and literature. Indeed USC, with over one million microforms, may
well have one of the largest collections of microforms in the country, Be-
cause of the emphasis upon textual studies, there are particularly good col~
lections of first and subsequent editions of American literary works; while ‘
there are strong collections in modern American literature. There are special-
ized collections in the Civil War (an estimated 10, 000 volumes), rare books
(an estimated 20,000 volumes}, and South Caroliniana (an estimated 60, 000 volumes
plus almost two million manuscripts). In 1966 the 11brary published Rare Book

Collection in the McKissick Memorial library, the Un1verslty of South Carolina.

This volume includes over 2,200 titles of works whlch are Valuable because of .
their imprint date or for other reasons, along with citations to relevant biblio-
graphic sources ‘where they are described.. Doubtless another'edition of:this
work is needed to bring it up to date and include the many items acquired in-
the past decade. The dominant role of USC in research materials is also revealed

in John Hammond Moore's Research Materials in South Carolina, a book compiled

for the South Carolina State Library Board in cooperation with the South Carolina’

3 This work emphasized archives,

Library Association and published in 1967.
manuscr1pts, newspaper, and journal files, and reveals again how strong USC

is in South Caroliniana. Along with the State Library and the State Archives, ‘
both also located in Columbia, the collections provide unmatched resources |
for the study of South Carolina history‘aud culturaljlife. Supplementary“
resources are available in the South Carolina Historical Society in Charlestou

and at Clemson, both within easy driving distance for students and. faculty.
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“Especially noteworthy for South Carolina citizens was the celebration of
the acquisition of USC's one millionth printed volume on May 11, 1971. The
ceremonies were marked with the presentation of a first edition, first issue,

- of Walt Whitman's Leaves of Grass. On that occasion USC published a handsome

brochure pointing out the many highlights of its collections which include a

very fine collection of the church fathers, an original Audubon elephant folio,

Diderot’s Encyclopedia, and other works acquired during the University's early
years. — :

Recently USC has been the recipient of numerous special gifts including
the 10,000 volumes each from Benjamin L. Abney, John Shaw Billings, and A.

Chapin Rogers; and the Stephen Taber geology coilection, the McKissick journalism
and Caroliniana collection, the Gruber library of Judaica and comparative re-
ligion, the Winyah Indigo Society collection, the George C. Taylor English drama
anq literature collection, and the Francis A. Lord Civil War collection. The
Director's annual reports have regularly included a long list of donors, and
there is no question that major gifts have strengthened the collections in
disciplines where the University has important academic programs,

In addition to these rare or vnusual items, the library has made special
efforts to improve its businéés, music, science, law, and government publica-
tions collections. For example, in 1974-75, the Law Library had a spectacular
growth of 50,000 volumes and 100,000 microfiche. As a federal depository thé
library now receives more than 97 percent of the publications of the U.S.
government, and it has acquired papers of American presidents, U.S. State
Department files, and many foreign documents on microform, including the
United Nations, Organization of American States, and British Parliamentary materials.

In response to the questionnaire, devised by the survey team, USC indi-

cated that the library held 93.5 percent of the titles in Reader's Guide, 86.6

percent of the titles in Reference Books for Small and Medium-Sized Libraries,

and an estimated 81 percent of the titles in Books for College. Libraries. Some

indication of the resources in specific areas can be seen in the following list

of the holdings of various departmental libraries:

Law 135,681 volumes
South Caroliniana 57,943 volumes
Science 89,106 volumes
Education 36,444 volumes
Music 12,481 volumes
General Studies 18,879 volumes
Map Depository 100,000 volumes
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Clearly USC has both strong research resources and basic resources needed
for undergfaduate teaching.

Standard bobk and periodical resources are supplemented by an agreement
with the North Carolina Science and Technology Research Center whereby a stu-:
dent or faculty member may request a literature search of approximately one
million dpcuments in the collections of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, the National Technical Information Service, the Institute of
Textile Technology, and the Education Research Information Center. Computer-
based search services are likely to be an increasing part of library refer-
ence service in the future. The establishment of such arrangements for USC
researchers, especially in the sciences and social sciences,‘is a notable
accomplishment. |

What needs to be kept in mind in assessing this remarkable growth and
development is the rate of inflation in book ‘and periodical prices. For
example, the average price for a hard-bound book in the U.S8. in 1975 rose
84.6 percent over the 1967-69 base year while the average cost of a periodical
rose 130.3 percent over the same period.6 There seems little likelihood‘that
inflationary factors in the book and periodicals area will stabilize in the
near future. Also, the growth in enrollment, especially in the graduate and
professional areas which make the heaviest demands upon library resources,
has been even more rapid than the growth in library resources. In the imme-
diate future, USC, like other major university libraries, will face special
problems in making its financial resources cover the wide range of programs

it now supports.

staff

In terms of other major university libraries, the USC staff is not large.
Among the Association of Research Libraries, USC ranked 64th in total number
of staff. In a comparison of the ratio of librarians and supportive staff
to students among the Association of Southeastern Research Libraries, Usc
ranked 19th and 20th, respectively.7 On the other hand, it also ranked sixth
in total numbers in both personnel categories among ASERL libraries.

To enable the faculty and students tc exploit the resources of the library
to best advantage, a competent library staff is essential. The evidence that
USC has such a staff is impressive. The development of a light-pen circulation
system, the computerization of the serials system, and the leadership which

USC has given to the development of the Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET)
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all indicate that the staff is very much concerned with developments which
will improve efficiency and pfovide better service for the users. The first
SOLINET meeting was held on the USC campus and this regibnal computer network,
now with more than 140 members, has had strong support from the USC staff.
Moreover, the Council on Library Resources has just awarded USC a Library
Service Enhancement Grant for further experimentation in the delivery of
reference services to users by a designated staff member. Participation
by the staff in library associations is also indicative of an aleft and pro-
fessionally aware group.

There is, however, some indic;tion of inflexibility in salary schedulgs

which hinders promotional opportunities for the staff.

Buildings
With the move into the new 285,000 squére feet addition to the former

undergraduate library, in May, 1976, the major USC library resources are now
housed in ‘three buildings, the South Caréliniana building and the new Law
Library being the other two. In the opinion of this>surveyor, USC has built
what is probably the finest central university library building in the Soutﬁ

‘since the end of World War II. Some would go so far as to say it is the best
in the nation. Moreover, the cost of this building per square foot has been
one of the lowest of any major library in recent years. The State received
a lot of building for its money and private gifts have helped with special
furnishings for areas like rare books. As is true of many other South Caro-
lina colleges and universities, capital expenditures have resulted in a
building that is both functional and attractive.

The new central library will provide space for approximately 1,500,000
volumes and total seating for 2,275. There are 554 locked enclosures, 37
microform reading carrels, 36 group study rooms, 6 seminar rooms, and 5 typing
rooms. :

The opportunitieé provided by the new central library building for better
service to‘the students and faculty at USC are numerous. Not only will the
library be better able to provide the kind of setting in which research work
becomes less burdensome (the old McKissick Library, even in its heyday, could
not have been a very efficient operation), but the library can expand its
scope of operétions to become an example of what a major research resource

can provide for all the citizens of South Carolina. In this sense USC has a
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special obligation to the State which will be discussed in the last section
of this chapter. ’

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY

Background

Clemson University was established as a land-grant university in 1889 and
opened for instruction in 1893. It has developed strong programs in agricul-
ture, engineering, and the sciences generally during the past 80 years. As
of the fall semester, 1975, Clemson provided undergraduate progréms in 51
fields of study, master's programs in 48 fields, and doctoral programs in

24 fields. As is true of USC, the number of major fields seems more impres-
sive than it actually is. Master's and first professional degree students in-
cluded a total FTE enrollment of 1,553 in the fall, 1975. Of that number 673

or 43.3 percent were in teacher edication, while the other major disciplines
included agricultural science, 76; architecture, 144 (first professional degree);
biolegical sciences, 162; engineering, 154; and mathematics, 101. Similarly,

doctoral programs were represented by only 128 FTE students, heavily concentrat-
ed in the sciences: agriculture, 9; biological sciences, 30;,engineering, 27;

mathematics, 26; physical sciences. 29; and textile science, 4. Thus the ’
academic programs at Clemson are still primarily those which the University

has traditionally emphasized, even though it now offers more programs in

the humanities and social sciences.

Collections
Not unexpectedly, the collections in the Clemson library reflect this

programmatic emphasis. There is no doubt that the strength in the collections
has developed in response to the curricular programs. The heaviest expendi-
tures in the library's materials budget are committed to serlals subscriptions,
which now number above 10,000 titles and cost about $425,000 annuaily to main-
tain. .

Like USC, the Clemson library has grown rapidly over the past ten years.
From a relatively small collection of 234,000 volumes in 1964-65, the Clemson
library has grown to almost 600,000 volumes by 1975 (Table III). 1Its library
expenditures have quintupled, though it still ranks sixth in holdings and total
library expenditures among seven comparable universities in the South (Table 1IV).
Lest the picture be overdrawn, it should be noted that, of the seven institutions
listed in Table IV, only one has fewer students than Clemson and most have
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TABLE III

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY LIBRARY - TEN YEARS OF GROWTH

1964-65 1974-75

Volumes in Library, June 30 234,000% 576,333
Expended for Library Matecrials $108, 368 $ 764,776
Total Library Expenditures $271,928 j $1,436,547
Library Staff '

Prnfessional 12.2 ‘ 17

Clerical 17.4 53
Fall Enrollment (Head Count) ‘ . ,

Resident Undergraduate 4,273 ) 8,171

Graduate \ 315 1,592

Source: Statistics of Southern Colleges and University Libraries.

* Bibliographic Count

TABLE IV

‘ENROLLMENTS, HOLDINGS, -AND LIBRARY EXPENDITURES:. -
SELECTED LAND-GRANT UNIVERSITIES IN THE SOUTH

Enrollmenta Holdings Expenditures
1964-65 1974~75 1964-65 "1974~75 1964-65 1974-75
Auburn U. 10,785 16,013 414,3690 783,515 $514,479  $1,475,154
Clemson U. 4,588 9,763 234,000b 576,333 w-?]l 928 1,424,313
Georgia Inst. of Tech. 6,964 8,205 537,014b 820,269 6?2’086 1,495,607
. Mississippi State U. 6,310 10,451 316,430 518,425 258,266 913,943
N.C. State U. 8,878 17,471 331,459 692,566 548,380 1,779,565
Texas A & M U. 8,239 21,463 497,316 926, 882 432,454 2,439,522
"Virginia Polytechnic 6,510 17,470 366,534 927, 588°¢ 379,873 2,841,639

Institute & State U.

NOTE: Not included are the Universitles of Florida, Georgia, Tennessee, and Louisiana
State, all of which have more comprehensive programs in addition to their 1and—grant
pregrams. Also not included are the historically black land-grant colleges.

SOURCE: Statistics of Southern College and University Libraries.

* NOTES: a: Not indicated but presumably head-count.
b: Bibliographic count

c: Microforms included ...
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considerably more. With students enrolled in relatively few programs at the
advanced level, and those concentrated in education and the sciences, it should
be easier for Clemson to target its 1ibrary resources and services much more
carefully than universities‘with more extensivé programs and larger enrollments
in those programé . B »

Such comparisons with other institutioms, while useful, do not address
the fundamental question: Do-ﬁhe library resources at Clemsorcsupport the
curriculum of the institution? Any objective answer would have to be "yes."
Academic programs at Clemson are limited, enrollments are still small by most
standards in higher education, and the library acquisitions policies definitely
have been geared to supporting the academic progréms. The Clemson library
is a good working library, with special strengths in science and technology
.énd a policy of service to non—campus users. There is a concerted attempt
'to keep up with the current scientific literature through the acquisition
of journals, transactioﬁs,'and'proceedings of societies, etc., both in English
and foreign languages. Specialized libraries exist for two areas: Architec=—
ture, with 11,726 volumes, 2,591 bound periodicals, and 38,550 slides; and
Industrial Management and Textile Science, with 4,337 books and 1,448 bound
periodicals. There are strong holdings in U.S. government publications, be-
cause Clemson has been a depository library since 1893. Clemson has an esti-
mated 30,000 maps and charts from the U.S. Geological Survey and the Army
Map Service.

In the past five years Clemson has added an average of 37,542 volumes
per year. The current number of serial titles is 11,019 and the library re-
ceives 68 current newspapers. In addition, there are extensive collections
of microforms, both in reel and microfiche form. Since the staff checks

standard lists reguiarly, it is fairly easy to evaluaté the‘collections in

some specific subject areas. All titles listed in Reader's Guide are re-

ceived and Clemson holds 8f percent of the titles in the Choice Opening Day

Collection and 81.6 percent of the titles in Reference Books for Small and
Medium Sized Libraries. Farber's Classified List reveals Clemson hbldings

of 897 titles out of 1048, or 85.6 percent. Clemson was one of the few large
libraries to check carefully the new edition of Books for College Libraries.

In all five volumeé Clemson holds 24,212 of the 38,651 titles listed, or

62.6 percent. In no subject is the coverage less than 54 percent‘and in sci-

ence, technology and bibliography the holdings are 75.9 percent. Holdings
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in other indexing services and in basic lists in history and literature
reveal similar strength. Although not noted for its programs in the humani-
ties and social sciences, there are basic strengths in these areas. The
decision of the Enélish Department and the library to identify 295 American,
British, and European authors whose works should be acquired regularly, and
occasionally in multiple copies, is a fine example of library-faculty cooper-
ation for the benefit of the students. Lists have also been checked recently
iﬁ psychology, education, music, drama, and poetry. ’

One 1is impresééd with how well the Cléﬁson library has carried out its
purposes as approved by the Board of Trustees in 1960: 'to acquire those
pubiiqations which will serve the educational needs of the faculty and stu-
dents, developing strong collections in all fields basic to the undergraduate
curricula and developing special research collections in those fields in which
gfaduate work is being offered at Clemson or in which extensive research is
being doné."8 That is why the-Clemson library appears to this surveyor as
being not an outstanding or distinguished research library, but as being that
rarity among university libraries, one which has attempted to tailor its col- -
lections precisely to the educational pregrams. Clemson has a good, service-
able library, with some special strengths in science and technology (and a few
other areas listed below) and multiple copies of standard werks to serve the
needs of substantial numbers of undergraduate students in the humanities and
social sciences. The collections have been carefully selected and are well
used. General circulation has increased 53.2 p;rcent in the last five years
and reserve use 77.4 percent. One can only ech6 the Southern Association
Visiting Team report that the library enjoys a splendid climate of acceptance
on the campus. '

Rare books and manuscripts are not a major concern of Clemson. Nonethe-
less, the library has acquired ﬁany rare South Carolina items, a number of
 .other rarities, and an estimated half million manuscripts by gift. Among its
holdings are the largest collection of John C. Calhoun papers in the state,

. the James F. Byrnes papers, and the Benjamin R. Tillman papers, plus a host
of archival materials from the University itself. These are being organized
~ for better access.

The Clemson library staff has also been active in issuing biBliographic
publications which describe the resources. There is an attractive general

guide to the library, a special Guide to the Science-Technology-Agriculture
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Division, A Classified Guide to the Clemson University Periodical and Con-

tinuation Titles, and a printed‘list of Indexes and Abstract Journals in the

Clemson University Library. Serial holdings are computerized and subsequent

lists will be easy to produce. Some attention should be given to microfiche
lists rather than the more expensive hard copy, but the point to be ﬁade is
that the Clemson collections are under good bibliographical contrpol and sharing
of resources is thereby made easier.

~ Clemson and USC have exchanged cepies of their card catalogs on microfilm.
- These film copies list holdings through June, 1972, and should be useful in |

developing cooperative acquisitions policies and the sharing of expensive
resources by South Carolina's two major library collectionms.

Clemson is also a member of the Greenville Area Reference Resource Center
and its resources are described in "Libraries and Information Resources of
Northwest South Carolina," 1975. The testimony of librarians in the Western
part of the State indicates that the library staff has been very receptive
to making its resources available to other libraries. In 1974-75 Clemson

"borrowed'2,981 volumes from other libraries and loaned 1,996. This does not .
reflect a large volume of activity but the interlibrary loan staff believes
current needs are being met. ‘

Somewhat surprisingly the Clemson Library has not yet been actively in-
volved in computer-based search services for the faculty and graduate students.
However, investigations of such service were under way in the spring of 1976
and it is anticipated experimentation with a reference retrieval system will

begin in 1976-77.

Staff
The Clemson library staff, though much larger than it was a decade ago,

is still a relatively small group for such a large library operation. A num-
ber of factors contribute to the ability of the library to operate successfully
with only 17 full-time professionals. Centralized and well-arranged facilities
are one important component. Another is the use of the L.C. classification
and, ﬁore recently, membership in SOLINET. Still another is the ratio of sup-
portive staff to prefessional staff, which is now at a ratio of three to one,
as opposed to the more traditional universitv library ratio of two to.one.

One gains the impression that the staff is a well—educeted group and that they

are quite productive. There are five personiel grades for supportive staff,
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which seems adequate for the library. In the near future further consider-
ation should be given to the role of the librarian in the academic community
with particular'emphasis upon professional development and continuing educa-
tion. The collections reflect, however, a good staff with well-understood

institutional mission and objectives.

Building

The Clemson library is an excellent ‘example of a well-planned building
designed for centralized library service. According to the Southern Associ-
ation Visiting Team report, it is "unquestionably an architectural and functional
gem.... The building is.beautiful, very well located in the campus traffic
lines, -and appealingly furnished.... An approximate 50% expansion space is
readily availablé within the present structure, lacking only funds for a
phased program to complete unfinished space on lower 1evels."10 This sur-
veyor would agree with the conclusions of the Visiting Team. The reference
services are divided into Science-Technology Division and Social Sciences
and Humanities Division, each one occupying a separate floor. The arrange-
ment of the collections is desigﬁed to assure easy access to the collections
by the faculty and students and there is evidence that they use the collections.
Unless the: nature of the University changes, the library building should be

adequate for the foreseeable future.

CONCLUSIONS

In the past decade the resources of the libraries of USC and Clemson
University have improved significantly. They are now strong research collec-
tions in which the entire State has a substantial investment. Like most large
university collections they contain many items which are essential for research
but which are not heavily used. The justification for acquiring suchvresources
is that they are needed for advanced graduate work and that they can be shared
with other researchers throughout the State. In terms of the cost of such
ma;erials i; would be foolish indeed to duplicate these collections in other
parts of the State. Columbia is within easy driving distance from most parts
of the State and Clemson is easily accessible to citizens in the Western part
of the State. With the support of funds from the S.C. State Library, micro-

film copies of the card catalogs of these two universities have now been
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exchénged and they provide the basis for a future State network which
could bring the total library resources of the Sﬁate to every researcher
within a one or two day period. ‘

While both univérsity libraries have béen generous in opening their
collections to those who come to the campus td use them, there is not much
indication of an active role in making the resources available ﬁo the rest
of the State except through a rather cumbersome and traditional interlibrary
loan arrangement. No provision has been made anywhere in the State for regu-
lar delivery serviée among libraries or for the development of a central biblio-
graphic center to serve all libraries. ‘The mechanisms are available (e.g., micro-
film catalogs, SOLINET), but the formal program is lacking. In the last five
years USC has averaged 7,059 interlibrary loans each year, with those items
borrowed just about balancing out those loaned. Such services to the branch’
campuses have even been reduéed during the past‘year because of funding prob-
lems. Clemson's interlibrary loan average for the past five years has been
2,584, with the University borrowing more than it loaned up until 1974-75.

This would seem to indicate a focus chiefly on campus users and not a broader,
State-wide approach. Perhaps the past decade, with the expansion of collectioms
and buildings, has not been a period when the libraries could do more than
struggle with the 1ncreased numbers of students and collections, but the time
has come to take a much harder look at the ways in which these two strong
collections can better serve other libraries and, through them, the citizens

of South Carolina. There are a number of examples of such cooperation in

other states, such as the Illindis State plan or the University of Minnesota's
MINITEX plan. However, to implement such plans the two university libraries
will have to assume a major leadership role. Their earlier support for regional
developments leads one to hope that the two universities, plus the Medical Uni-
versity and the State Librarvy, will develop such plans in the near future.

There should be a recoghition oh the part of the State of South Carolina
of the need for additional personnel in both libraries to carry out State-wide
functions. To develop plans, to support union catalogs and bibliographic access,
to iuplement faster delivery service, and to handle increased requests for mater-
ials and for photocopies, may require more money. This would cost far less,
however, than building expensive research collections in every part of the
State to serve a-relatively small group of users. A small separate staff in

both libraries, which <ould locate and send materials to other libraries, would
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strengthed‘the entire library reéoufces picture in South Carolina¢w>Such

a pattern i already working at the University. of North Carolina at Chapel

Hill and the University of Illinois at Champaign-~Urbana, while daily delivery
 service among the libraries of metropolitan Houston has been in existence

for at least a decade. Clemson and USC should study these programs for

possible application to‘South Carolina.

Specific recommendations for the two universities include the following:

1. Maintain the University of South Carolina at Cblumbia as the
State's major compreﬁensive library resource. 1In the next
decade USC should attempt to maintain its position among.the
top ten university libraries in the South and move into thé ‘
top 50 nationally. Cooperation with Clemson in the acquisi-
tion of little~used materials, especially in the sciences,
is essential. . -

2. Continue to support a strong‘library program at Clemson in
the areas in which that University has traditionally been
strong (e.g., science and engineering), with special attention
ﬁo the elimination of unnecessary duplication of the expensivé
serials and reference sets held by USC in the humanities and
social sciences. Some duplication cannot be avoided, but there
should be careful attention to the reasons for such duplication.
With the empﬁasis upon targetting resources to programs, the
Clemson library staff can be expected tO‘keep duplication to
a minimum. '

3. Develop a stronger program of shafing library resources with
each other and with other colleges and universities as well as
public libraries in the State. South Cérolina, because of its
compact geography, the location of its library resources, and
the promise of SOLINET, has an opportunity to become a national
leader in the effective and economical sharing of library re-
sources at the State level. Additional funding should be sought,
perhaps through the Commission on Higher Education, to plan and
implement such a program. The two universities should not be
expected to bear the cost out of their regular on-going appro-

priations for service to the campus.
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4, Define the relationship of the iibrary ét‘USC at Columbia-

to the 1ibraries of regional and branch campuses.
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CHAPTER III
THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SENIOR COLLEGES*

Introduction

Historically the citizens of South Carolina have concerned thémselves
with providing opportunities for higher education. The span‘of this develop—
ment stretches from the first legislative chartering of three colleges in 17851
to the recent expansion of three branches of the University of Sduth Caroliné
to baccalaureate status. Of the 29 senio£ colleges and universities (9-public,‘
20 private), 19 were organized before 1900.2 This heritage provides a continu-
' ity of academic tradition which might be expected to create[an‘eﬁvironment
favorable only to the conservatiﬁe, the regional, or the separative in educa-
tional concepts and programs. Not so in the State of South Carolina.

Access to a college is within commuting distance of préctically all citizens
of the State and a choice can often be made between the programs offered by
public or private institutions. The size and shape of the Sta;e makes possible
the effective use of educational programs and their éoncurreht library services
as a unified whole in a pattern not possible in most states. THe leadership:
in South Carolina, both at the educational and library level, has been cogni-
zant of these facts. | ‘

Two planning documents, each released in 1972, have considéred the educa-
tional needs of the State and identified goals for libraries as an agency in

society for helping to meet these ends. One, the South Carolina State Program

for Library Development, 1972—773, considers all types of libraries within:the

State with some concentration on priorities in the area of interlibrary cooper-
ation which have meaning for college libraries. The second study, Goals for

Higher Education to 19804, places its focus on the State—suppofted colleges

and their library services. Data presented in each publication substantiate
the necessity for coordinated planning and continuing interaction among libraries
of all types and especially among libraries of similar purpose and scope - the

college libraries of the State.
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‘The dbjeét of ;his chapter is to suggest a systematic design for im-
proviﬁg library services to the State's highet education communities and td
otheflgeopie affected by the interlocking of programs for all types of libraries.
An analysis sdmewhat broader in scope than has been undertaken in other studies
qn‘thé 1ibrary resources of public and private colleges is given. The purpose
haé been to assemble a comprehensive body of comparable data within the con-
straints of the design of the study. Further analysis converted into detailed
p.u4ns should capture the imagination of the reservoir of library leadership
found among the college librarians within the State.

Significant to an analysis of collége library resources was the adoppion

in mid-1975 of revised Standards for College Libraries5 by the Association of

College and Research Libraries, a division of the American Library Association.

The Standards are reproduced as Appendix I. Formulated to "describe a realistic

set of‘conditions which, if fulfilled, will providé an adequate library program .
in a college,"S these standards present a consensus of the best judgement of

the profession at the time. They establish a strong base for assessing the

resources of the college libraries. In particular and functional ways the

Standards take into consideration 1ibfary needs of the next decade to which

planning in South Carolina must direct attention. These include:

1. The geheral provision of improved library services to potential

and varied groups of library users;

2. the expansion of new programs to library users and potential
library users;

3. the effecting of economy in management in the face of spiraling
costs and stabilizing support for higher education in general;

4. "the development of priorities for budgertary support to achieve
the maximum benefits from planning;

5. the avoidance anywhere of unnecessary duplication;

6. the mastery of technology to obtain the greatest accessibility
of resources through the use of shared data bases in machine
readable form, micro-reprography, and rapid communications; and

7. ' the planning of collection develbpment based on contractual

agreements to make available resources which are either limited
in number or are infrequently used.

Agaihst these standards the libraries of the nine public senior colleges

and the 20 private senior colleges have been analyzed for comparison. The

L ! "\?‘
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resources of their libraries are defined to be the collection of materials,
both print and non-print;-staff personnel, building facilities, and monetary
support. ‘ ‘ ‘

\

Measurement Against Quantification Formulae of the ACRL Standards

Often a dichotomy may seem to exist between quality and quantity when
measuring or evaluating against professional standards. The revised Standards

for College Libraries recognize the need to assess both. Three of the four

areas identified in this report as resources are areas in which quantifying
measurements can be made. These areas are print collection volume count,
Formula A; number of librarians on the staff, Formula B;‘and building space,
Formula C.7 Data for Formula A as applied to South Carolina colleges are
found in Table V, for Formula B in Table VI, and for Formula C in Table VII.

Among the nine public senior colleges, two libraries hold more than
enough volumes to merit the letter grade A, or 100% of the standard, when
Formula A relating to col}ections is applied. One holds epough volumes to
merit a grade of B (i.e., between 80 and 90 percent) and the collections at
three others merit grades of C (i.e., 65-79 pércent). Collections at all
three four-year branches of ‘USC fall below the lowest level graded by Formula
A. Of the 20 private senior colleges, data on holdings for 19 were reported.
Of these, two receive letter grides for collections of A, one the letter B,
four the letter C, and four a letter grade of D. Seven of these institutions
for which déta'were available hold less than 40 percent, the lowest level for
which a letter grade is assigned. These data indicate that half of the private
college libraries have severe deficiencies in the number of volumes needed to
support their academic programs.

Among the public senior colleges only one library has a sufficient number
of librarians to merit an A grade when Formula B is applied. Four have a num-
ber of librarians ranging between 55 and 99 percent as calculated by use ot
Formula B and one has 42 percent. One of the three four-year branches of USC
falls below the 40 percent level - the base for receiving a letter grade.
Neither of the other two exceeded 50 percent. Two of the private senior
colleges made no data on staff available. Of the remaining 18, only one fell
below 40 percent. Meriting a letter grade of A for number of librarians em-
ployed on the staff were nine libraries from the private senior colleges. The

number measuring between 40 and 54 percent équalled the number between 55 and
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99 percent. Note here is made that the ACRL Standard states 'that the librarians‘
seldom comprise more than 25-35 percent of the total FTE library staff."8

An inspection of Table VII, presenting Formula C data for space avéilable
in the college libraries, shows a mirked improvement in the letter grade
measurement over those recorded by use of Formulae A and B. Only two of the
public senior colleges provide less than 60 percent of space as measured by
the appropriate standard. Both of these institutions have new facilities
either under construction.or‘approved. Of the 18 private colleges making
data available, 15 buildings met the stanaard at level A and of the remaining
three, two had a percentage between 75 and 99 percent (letter grade B) and only
one as low as the 50 and 59 percent range (letter grade C). 1In the Commission
on Higher Education's summary volume for goals to 1980, the statement was made
that "Physical fagilitieé‘fnr library use are most adequate among most public
and private institutions of higher education in the Scate.",9 New construction
has been completed since that date. o

South Carolina is to he éopmanded for the high level to which the state
of the art has. been raised in the planning and design of the library bu11d1ngs
which have been completed w1thin the past decade. There may be no other state
‘among the 50 within which such a high level of accomplishment has been reached
in producing buildings both aesthetically pleasing and architecturally func-
tional. Leadership from the University of South Carolina at Columbia and
spreading throughout the college group is to be noted. With older buildings
matched alongside the newer, traditional uses of libraries and programs have
been dominant but many of the buildings of whatever age are flexible enough
to be adapted to the uses of current technology and the non-print media found
in the total learning resources concept. When, in the future, space standards
applicable to non-print media are established, a re-evaluation of facilitles‘
may be necessary.

Two principles exist upon which the quantifying measurements of Formulae
A, B, and C were incorporatéd in the statement of standards. The first is
that an institution and:its library, through faculty andxstaff, can determine
what numerical level of measurement within the percentage-based letter grade
the institution wishes to attain in its collection, its staff, and its space.

The secdnd principle on which the standards statement was designed'is
that the highest level attained in one of the three formulae should represent

the level of accomplishment that institution is opting to reach. ' Variance
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Collection Size (Print) Compared To

Table V

Formula A

ACRL Standards

Number Required

Number Held

Percentage of

Letter Grade

By ACRL by Library Collection Measurement:
Formula A Standard Met
Public Senior Colleges by Library
The Citadel 224,335 175,269 78 % C
College of Charleston 191,885 157,038 82 B
Francis Marion College 168,595 123,874 74 C
Lander College 121,760 79,481 65 C
. South Carolina State College 195,790 273,471 140 A
" Winthrop College 298,835 307,497 103 A
Four-Year Branches, USC
UsC-Aiken 109,540 29,358 27 *
UsC-Coastal Carolina 117,120 42,307 36 *
USC-Spartanburg 117,140 45,157 39 *
" Private Senior Colleges
Allen University 107,555 49,005 46 *
Baptist College 129,505, 82,688 64 D
Benedict College 126,295 97,962 78 C
Bob Jones University 333,975 152,562 46 *
Central Wesleyan College 99,240 38,044 38 *
Claflin College 112,040 ' 67,033 60 D
Coker College 101,255 57,617 57 D -
‘Columbia Bible College 130,375 40,385 3i *
Columbia College 104,610 101,833 97 B
Converse College 136,140 99,632 73 c
Erskine College 112,965 97,019 86 B
Furman University 150,315 240,658 160 A
Limestone College 103,800 48,421 47 *
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr - -
-Morris College - 100,370 21,732 22 *
Newberry College 112,270. 65,000*%* 58 D
Presbyterian College 109,870 82,751 75 C
Southern Methodist College 87,110 10,000%* 11 *
Voorhees College 109,535 77,051 70 C
Wofford College 109,099 135,002 124 A

* Indicates a letter grade below D.
** Estimated.
. nr.- not reported
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Table VI

Staff Size (Librarians) Compared To ACRL Standards

Formula B
Number Required " | Percentage of Letter Grade
by ACRL Number Staff Required Measurement
Public Senior Colleges Formula B Employed | Met by Library
The Citadel 12 5 427 D
College of Charleston 17 10 59 C
Francis Marion College 12 8 75 B
Lander College 7 6 86 B
© South Carolina State College 14 8 ‘ 57 . C
- Winthrop College ' 15 19 127 A
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken 5 2 40 D
USC-Coastal Carolina 6 2 33 *
USC-Spartanburg 6 3 50 D
Private Senior Colleges
. Allen University 4 6 150 A
" Baptist College 7 7 100 A
Benedict College 10 10 100 A
Bob Jones University 12 5 42 D
Central Wesleyan College 3 2 67 C
Claflin College 5 8 160 A
Coker College 3 1 33 *
* Columbia Bible College 3 5 167 A
Columbia College 6 3 50 D
Converse College 4 4 100 A
Erskine College 4 2 50 D
Furman University 10 7 70 c
. Limestone College 3 1.6 53 D
Luthevan Theo. Seminary nr nr - -
Morris College ‘ 4 3.5 88 B
Newberry College 4 4 100 A
Presbyterian College 5 4 80 B
Southern Methodist College . nr nr - -
Voorhees College 4 6 150 A
Wofford College ' 6 6 100 A
* Indicates a letter grade below D
nr - not reported
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Table VII

Building Size Compared to ACRL Standards

Formula C

Square Feet Square Feet Percentage of Letter
Required hy Available in | Requirement Grade
ACRL Formula C | Library Bldg.; Met by Present| Measure-
Public Senior Colleges Building ment
The Citadel 44,788 59,000 1327 A
College of Charleston 45,472 28,269 62 C
Francis Marion College 28,315 35,444 125 A
‘Lander College 18,960 10,054 53 D
South Carolina State College 60,246 39,867 66 C
Winthrop College 62,382 69,790 112 A
- Four-Year Branches, USC
'Usc—~Aiken 11,998 20,000 167 A
UsC-Coastal Carolina 13,589 8,196 60 C
USC-Spartanburg 12,870 5,000 39 *
Private Senior Colleges
- Allen University 11,881 13,132 111 A
Baptist College 23,594 30,000 127 A
Benedict College 25,002 51,440 206 A
Bob Jones University 52,546 . 30,342 58 D
Central Wesleyan College 7,615 22,631 297 A
Claflin College 16,551 15,984 96 B
Coker College 9,208 15,800 172 A
Columbia Bible College 8,992 17,856 199 A
Columbia College 19,541 49,598 254. A
. Converse College 17,501 21,000 120 A
" "Erskine College 16,745 23,000 138 A
‘Furman -University 43,331 45,356 105 A
'Limest:::e College 9,568 11,837 124 A
.Luth¢.: xn Theo. Seminary nr nr - -
.~Morras College 7,310 6,962 95 B
Newberry College 14,515 16,500 114 A
Presbyterian College 16,758 34,219 204 A
‘Southern Methodist College nr nr - -
Voorhees College 17,592 42,000 239 A
‘Wofford College 23,649 40,000 169 A

* indicates a letter grade below D
nr - not reported
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from that letter grade in either of the other formulae should be interpreted

as a limitation in an effective college library program. This does not pre-
clude an institution's establishing a goal of r:ising the letter grade measure-
ment in the Formula which then is the highest. It does focus concern over
differences when they occur befween the levels of attainment. When 511 three
goals have been met, excellence can be an objective in going beyoﬁd the adequate
level established by the letter grade measurements.

Letter grade measurements for all three formulae are collected in Table
VIII. Examination of this Table reveals that only one of the nine public senior
colleges, and only one of the private colleges, achieved a Letter Grade of "A"
in all three areas. Nd established coliege among the publically-supported
group falls below the base level of letter grading; but all three of the
emerging four-year branches do for one »r more of the formulae stated. Eight
libraries in the private group fall below the base level‘in one category each.
Deficiencies among the private colleges are all in number of volumes held in
the collections, except for ode;thich is in staffing. No data were available
for one of the private colleges and one provided only collection data.

Librarians and all other groups responsible for developing educational
.programs of quality within the State should give careful consideration to
Table VIII. Any improvement of library programs and expansion of services
will have limited validity until each institution achieves the same letter
grade in each Formula of the ACRL Standards. The objectives of each insti~
tution should indicate the level of letter grade it should achieve. It is
recommended that all public colleges, including the four-year branehes of
USC, be expected to establish a reasonable time table for meeting the quanti-
fying measurements of all three formulae and that the faculty and administration
of each college be aware of the implications on the development of new programs
when obvious library deficiencies exist. It is-further recommended that all
colleges be encouraged to give high priority to adequate library support for
the programs already being offered as evidenced by measurement against tﬁeée

ACRL Standards.

Use of Standard Bibliographies to Measure Print Collection Quality

Debatable as the use of quantifying measurements may b2, the establish-
ment of those criteria can more generally be agreed on than the determinants

to be used in measuring the quality of information and services. In spite of

.
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Table VIII

Summary of Comparisons with ACRL Fdrmulae

ACRL ACRL ACRL
‘ Formula A Formula B Formula C
Public Senior Colleges (Collection) (Staff) (Building)
The Citadel C D A
College of Charleston B C C
Francis Marion College c B A
. Lander College c B D
South Carolina State College A C c
Winthrop College A A A
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken o * D~ A
USC-Coastal Carolina ‘ * * c
USC-Spartanburg * D *
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University * A A
Baptist College D A A
Benedict College c ‘A A
Bob Jones University * D D
Central Wesleyan College * C A
Claflin College D A B
Coker College D * A
- Columbia Bible College * A A
Columbia College B D A
Coaverse College C A A
- Erskine College B D A
Furman University A c A
Limestone College * D A
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr
Morris College * B B
- Newberry College D " A A
Presbyterian College C B A
Southern Methodist College * nr nr
Voorhees College C " A A
Wofford College A A A

* indicates an ACRL grading of below D
nr - not reported 48

38




its being a truism, the statement that almost every collector's item gener-
ally had its origin in someone else's discard has significant meaning in
establishing the good, better, and best in collection building. The Standards

for College Libraries includes extended commentary on this point with the

intent of providing realistic balance between quantity‘and‘quality. In support
of the use of both quantifying and qualifying evaluation the standards contain

a statement of note: '"Quality and quantity are separable only in theory; it

is possible to have quantity without quality; it is not possible. to have quality
without quantity defined in relation to the purposes of the institution."lo
Continuous evaluation against standard bibliographies is encouraged.

Two groupings of bibliographies were selected for measuring the quality
of the library print collections in South Carolina's senior colleges. Results
of the survey are given in Tables IX through XIII. '

Three Bibliographies were selected as being basic to all types of libraries
under consideration and the assumption was that a measure of quality could be
established for any academic library the collection might represent. Upon
determining the degree to which all titles included in the bibliographies

were held in the library's éollection, each library could be matched against

its peers. The three standard bibliographies chosen were Reader's Guide to

Periodical‘Literature,11 Choice QOpening Day Collection,12 and Reference Books

for Small and Medium Sized Libraries.13

Holdings of periodical titles indexed in Reader's Guide are shown in

Table IX. 'No data were reported for one of the four-year branches of USC
and for five of the private senior colleges. Holdings in the collections of
the six public senior colleges ranged from a high of 100 percent to a 1ow“of
63.2 percent. The two four-year hranches repdrting data were at 64.5 percent
and 58.1 percent, both lower than fivé of the libraries in the public senior
colleges. Among the private senior colleges 22.6 percent was the low from the
15 reporting and 73.6 was the high percentage. One-third of the libraries
from the private senior colleges reporting hold less than half of the titles
and four others hold between 50 and 60 percent. Of the libraries taken as a
total, ten of the 23 reporting have less than 60 percent of the titles listed.
The library user would generally expect a'library to provide whatever

title indexed in Reader's Guide one might wish, but the raw data here do not

answer such questions as: How many titles are held commonly or in most libraries?

What geographic spread is there of titles less commonly held? What complete
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Table IX

Holdings in Reader's Guide

40

‘ Number Held Percentage of
Public Senior Colleges Total Held
The Citadel 155 100.0
College of Charleston 107 69.0
Francis Marion College 98 63.2
Lander College _ 110 71.0
South Carolina State College 101 65.2
Winthrop College 127 81.9
Four-Year Branches, USC

' USCAiken | Joo Tl eas
UsC-Coastal Carolina nr nr
USC-Spartanburg ‘ 90 58.1
Private Senior Colleges

~ Allen University - 68 43.9

" Baptist College 87 56.1
Benedict College 94 60.7
Bob Jones University 95 61.3
Central Wesleyan College 65 41.9 .
Claflin College 85 54.9
Coker College nr nr
Columbia Bible College 35 22.6
Columbia College " 110 71.0
Converse College 47 30.3
Erskine College nr nr
Furman University 90 58.1
Limestone College 104 67.1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr
Morris College 56 36.1
Newberry College nr nr
Presbyterian College 112 72.3
Southern Methodist College nr nr
Voorhees College 114 73.6
Wofford College 86 55.5
nr - not reported 50



sets are avallable?

It is not possible to provide answers to such detailed questions without
knowledge of holdings preferably arranged in readily accessible order. Gener-
aily these kinds of bibliographic files are known as union lists and with
increasing frequency aré being produced in machine-readable form. In the ab-
sence of this capability the best that can be obtained is a numerical evalu-
ation of the quality of an individual library's holdings to be compared with
selected others. '

The Choice Opening Day Collection provides a list of 1,818 books identi~

fied as fundamental to any academic library's collection at the time it first
offers service. 1In Table X are recorded the number and percentage of titles
the various college libraries hold of this list. ‘

Of the five public senior colleges reporting, the percentages of the total
listings held range between 61.6 and 84.8. The percentages for two of the
four-year branches of USC are 30.3 and 77.5, wiﬁh the third not reporting.

Six of the private senior colleges reported no data, and the range of reported

data extends from 20.4 to 90.4 percent. A total of eight libraries from the

‘CQMplete group of 29 reported no data, underscoring the difficulties encountered

when manual access is the only available means for bibliographic verification.
Of the 21 submitting data, nine, or almost half of the number reporting, hold
less than half the titles appearing on the list.

The third basic bibliography common to all types of libraries is a list
of reference books produced by librarians out of experience and. knowledge of

users' needs. Table XI gives the data on that bibliography, Reference Books

for Small and Medium Sized Libraries, for titles and percentages held in the

senior college libraries. O0f the total group, again eipght libraries reported
no data. The 21 reported a percentage of holdings ranging from 'a high of 89.1
to a low of 22.6. Subdivided by groups, the ranges were: 80.5 to 46.1 percent
for the public senior colleges; 48.7 and 42.6 for the two senior branches of
usc reporting; and 89.1 to 22.6 percent for the private senior colleges report-
ing. Without access to bibliographic identification of commonly held titles,
further refinement of the data is not possible.

Two other bibliographies, one Listing books and the other periodical titles,

Books for College Libraries (known hereafter as BCL)lé, and Farber's Classified

List of Periodicals.15 should give validity to common evaluation of cellection

holdings in print for senier college libraries. Each has been developed for
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Table X

Holdings in Choice Opening Day Collection

: Number of ~ Percentage of
Public Senior Colleges Titles . Total
The Citadel 1,119 61.6%
College of Charleston 1,376 ‘ 76.7
Francis Maricn College 1,447 : ‘ 79.6
Lander College nr : ‘ nr
.South Carolina State College 1,448 79.7 .
Winthrop College 1,541 84.8
. Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken 1,408 ‘ 77.5
USC-Coastal Carolina nr nr
USC-Spartanburg 550 30.3
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University 557 30.6
Baptist College 1,643 90.4
Benedict College 850 46.8
Bob Jones University 597 32.9
Central Wesleyan College 801 44.1
Claflin College ‘ 937 51.5
Coker College ‘ nr nr
. Columbia Bible College 371 . 20.4
- 'Columbia College . 998 : 54.9
Converse College 1,043 57.4
Erskine College nr nr
Furman University 1,276 : "70.2
Limestone College 631 34.7
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr 1 nr
Morris College 692 38.1
Newberry College ‘ ‘ . nr nr
Presbyterian College nr nr
"-Southern Methodist College nr nr
" Voorhees College 770 42.4
Wofford College . 1,150 ‘ 63.3
‘ur - not reported 52
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" Table XI

Holdings in Reference Bosks for Small and Medium Sized Libraries

Number Held

Percentage of

Public Senior Colleges Total Held
The Citadel 561 72.9%
College of Charleston 501 65.1
Francis Marion College 355 46.1
Lander College ) 620 -80.5
South Carolina State College 582 75.6
Winthrop College 587 76.2
. Four-Year Branches, USC

USC-Aiken 328 42.6
USC-Coastal Carolina nr -
USC-Spartanburg 375 48.7
Private Senior Colleges

Allen University 326 42.3
Baptis* College 454 59.0
Benedict College 431 56.0
Bob Jones University 375 48.7
Central Wesleyan College nr -
Claflin College 686 89.1
Coker College nr -
Columbia Bible College 174 22.6
Columbia College 432 56.1
Converse College 345 44.8
Erskine College nr —
Furman University 482 62.6
. Limestone College 385 50.0
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr -
Morris College 233 30.3
Newberry College nr -—
Presbyterian College nr -
Southern Methodist College nr -
Voorhees College 304 39.5
Wofford College " 431 56.0

nr - not reported
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guidance in college 1iBrary collection developme&t; In Table XII are given -
the data for BCL and in Table XIII that for Farber. Among the private senior
colleges, analysis of holdings in BCL (Table XII)‘becomes meaningless when

12; more than half of the group, reported_po data and a thirteenth reported
incomplete data. Of the eight remaining, percentages are low, ranging from
6.4 to 41.1 percent. One exception stands at 70.5 percent. Of the feur—year
branches of USC, one provided no data and a secoqd‘an estimate of 49.2 percent.
The third reported a low 17.3 pereent. The range for the five public senior
colleges reporting was a surprising distribution of 25.0 to 56.9 percent.

Eight libraries failed to report data on Farber (Table XIII). The six
public senior colleges reported a range of 38.9 to 84.5 percent. Seven of
the non-reporting libraries are private senior colleges. The 13 reporting
ranged from 6.8 to 62.2 percent. Excluding the high percentage of 62.2 per-
cent, the other 12 reporting fell below 50 percent. .

A summary of the pefcentages of holdings from the standard bibliographies
for each institution is tabulated in Table XiV. The profile of each insti-
tutiqn as ‘represented by the summary provides insight not previously avail-
able for use in evsluation of collections. For most of the libraries in
the public senior institutions, stronger holdings were reported in three
general bibliographies than in the two selected specifically for senior colleges.
That pattern is repeatea with the private senior colleges, although comparisons
are somewhat less valid when inconsistency of reporting is high.

When the summary of letter grade measurement for ACRL Formulae A, B, and
C (Table VIII) is compared with the summary on holdingsfin standard biblio-
graphies (Table XIV), some significant inferences can be drawn. In the insti-
tutions where data on holdings in stcandard bibliographies were not supplied,
the institutions measured at a particularly low letter grade for Formula A

(Collection) as often or more often than for Formula B (Staff). Questions

-which could have‘meaning'when the data provide'an answer inclﬁde. Does the

perception held by a library staff as to the use of standard bib11graph1es
in selection for acquisition have any effect on building quality into the
collection? 'When priority is given on a continuing basis to the checking of

the collect1on against standard bibliographies, does the quality of selection
for the collection show any relationship? Where collection development is

dominated heavily by faculty, would an evaluation of the collection by standard
lists show a heavier relatiohship to standard bibliographies in the disciplines

than to general ones like BCL and Farber?
The conclusion can be drawn that when the quantity of the collection
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Table XIIL

Holdings in Books for College Libraries

- Percentage of
Public Senior Colleges Number Held ' Total Held
The Citadel 14,212 36.8
College of Charleston’ nr -
Francis Marion College 14,462 | 37.4
Lander College \ 9,665 25,0
South Carolina State College 12,607 32.6
Winthrop College 22,005 56.9

Four—Year Branches, USC

USC-Aiken ‘ 6,671 17.3
USC-Coastal Carolina : nr -
USC-Spartanburg 19,000 * 49.2%

Private Senior Colleges

Allen University ‘ nr -
Baptist College 15,867 41.1
Benedict College nr _
Bob Jonmes Uniwversity - nr _
Central Wesleyan College nr _
Claflin College 7,534 149.5
Coker College nr ‘ ‘ _
Columbia Bible College C © 2,483 6.4
Columbia College 12,279 31.8
Converse College 13,831 , 35.8
Erskine College ’ nr : ' -
Furman University 2,791*% 7.2%%k%
Limestone College . nr ‘ -
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr -
Morris College 2,926 ‘ 7.6
Newberry College nr -
Presbyterian College nr -
Southern Methodist College nr -
Voorhees College nr —_
Wofford College ~ 27,239 70.5

* Indicates an estimate
** Data reported on Volume 1 only

*** Computed on total rather than Volume 1 only; percentage of Volume 1 is 47.9
nr - not reported
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‘Table XIII

Holdings in Classified List of Periodicals for
the College Library

Number of Percentage of
. Public Senior Colleges Total Held Total Held
The Citadel - 492 47.0
College of Charleston 706 67.4
Francis Marion College 479 45.7
Lander College 454 43.3
South Carolina State College 408 38.9
Winthrop College ’ 885 84.5
- Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken : 258 24.6
USC-Coastal Carolina : nr -—
USC-Spartanburg 294 28.1
Private Senior Calléges
Allen University ‘ 175 16.7
Baptist Callege 479 45.7
- Benedict College 325 ‘ 31.0
. Bob Jones: University: 243 23.2
. Central Wesleyan College 221 _ 21.1
. Claflin College | 319 30.4
- Coker College . i nr —_—
' Columbia Bible College n \ 6.8
~ Columbia College 456 ' 43.5
Converse College 369 35.2
Erskine College : nr -—
Furman University 652 ‘ 62.2
Limestone College 305 29.1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr ‘ _—
Morris College 138 13.2
Newberry College nr —_
Pregbyterian College nr -
Southern Methodist College ‘ nr -
Voorhees College 342 32.6
Wofford College nr -
nr - not reported
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Table XIV

Summary of Percentages of Holdings in
Standard Bibliographies

Readers Choice Opening | Reference
Guide Day Collection Books BCL Farber
. ‘ (Table IX) (Table X) (Table XI)| (Table (Table XIII).

Public Senior Colleges ‘ XII) ‘ :
The Citadel 100. 0% 61.6% 72.9% 36.8% 47.07% .
College of Charleston 69.0 76.7 65.1 nr 67.4
Francis Marion College 63.2 79.6 46.1 37.4 45.7
Lander College 71.0 nr 80.5 25.0 . 43.3
South Carolina State College 65.2 79.7 75.6 32.6 38.9
Winthrop College 81.9 84.8 76.2 56.9 84.5
Four-Year Branches, USC e

USC-Aiken 64.5 77.5. 42.6 17.3 24.6
USC-Coastal Carolina nr ‘ nr nr nr nr
OSC-Spartanburg 58.1 30.3 48.7 49.2 . 28.1
Private Senior Colleges

Allen University 43.9 30.6 42.3 nr 16.7
Baptist College 56.1 90.4 59.0 | 41.1 45.7
Benedict College 60.7 46.8 56.0 nr 31.0
Bob Jones University 61.3 32.9 48.7 nr 23.2
Central Wesleyan College 41.9 44,1 nr nr 21.1
. Claflin College \ 54.9 . 51.5 89.1 19.5 30.4
Coker College nr nr nr - nr nr
Columbia Bible College 22.6 20.4 22.6 6.4 6.8
Columbia College 71.0 54.9 56.1 31.8 43.5
' Converse College 30.3 57.4 44.8 35.8 35.2
Erskine College nr nr ‘ nr nr nr
Furman University 58.1 70.2 62.6 7.2 62.2
Limestone College 67.1 34.7 50.0 nr 29.1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr nr nr
Morris College 36.1 38.1 30.3 7.6 13.2
Newberry College ' ‘nr nr nr nr nr
Presbyterian College- 72.3 nr nr nr nr
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr nr . nr
Voorhees College ) 73.6 42.4 39.5 nr 32.6
Wofford Co]_]_ege ] ) 55.5 63.3 56.0 70.5 nr
nr - not reporte:

47

57




. -does not meet the ACRL Standards as expressed by Formula A, quality
measurement 1;ke1y will be low. If Formula B, the ACRL Standard's measure

for quantity of staff, is not met, generally both size and quality of the

collection wfll su}fer.

Only one of the six public senior colleges does not fall below 50 percent
when measured against the bibliographies selected for quality evaluation. That
library fuliy meets all three of the ACRL Standards. A second one does not
fall below 50 percent for the bibliographies reported, but data for BCL were
noﬁ supplied. Both of the four-year branches of USC that reported data’fell
below 50 percent for at least one of the bibliographies reported. Five of the
private senior colleges reported no data on the bibliographies. Eight others
failed to report data on at least one bibliography and one other reported in-
complete data on one. Of these eight, six fell below 50 percent in holdings
from at least‘bne bibliography reported and one which did not fall below 50

percent reported only on the Reader's Guide. One library, reporting on all

bibliographies except Farber, did not fall below 50 percent on the four re-
ported. . The library which reported incomplete data on one bibliogféphy, BC..,
did not fall below 50 percent on the others. Six private senior colleges
reported on all bibliographies and each reported less than 50‘percenc holdings
in at least one.

The conclusion must be drawn that, with few exceptions, holdings in
the senior collegs of South Carolina are uneven in depth and quality even
in support of the individual college's academic programs.  There are notable
bacik files of technical and scientific journals, sgholarly publications from
the humanities and social sciences, and research materials for first professional
degrees. But widespread knowledge is lacking of where these are and of whether
or not, on five bibliographies consideréd to be basic to any senior college

library collection, at least one copy of each title is held in some collection

in the State. As a parallel, of the titles from the five bibliographies which
.are held in college library collections, no data exists to verify whether a
single title is held, or 29. It is recommended that a plan be designed, a
calendar be established, and budgetary support be given to the development

of a readily accessible data base of State~wide library collection holdings

as an early step toward improving service to the users of the senior college

libraries.

Data on Types of Materials Held in the Library Collections

Any plan to improve services to users of college libraries should en-
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compass the user's needs for information from various types of materials
and forms of‘media. In Tables XV through‘XV[I are recorded data on the
holdings of senior college libraries in these various types‘and forms.

A summary. of the total number of serials, periodicals, and newspaper
titles received by the senior college libraries during 1975 appears in
Table XVL The variance among the collections, taking the 29 institutions
as a total or in sub-groups, differs little from that already seen. For
the group as a whole, the number of serials received range from 185 to
3,749; periodical titles received from 174 to 3,749; and newspaper titles
received from 4 to 43. Withln the sub-groups the ranges for serials are:
public senior colleges, from 978 to 3,749; four-year branches of UsC, from
650 (an approximate figure) to 870; private senior colleges, from 185 to
1,682. Within the sub-groups the ranges for periodical titles are: public
senior colleges, from 665 to 3,749; four-year branches of USC, from 416 to
698; private senior colleges, from 174 to 1,349. Within the sub-groups the
ranges for newspaper titles are: public senior colleges, from ‘14 to 43;
four-year branches of USC, from 15 to 35 (an approximaﬁe number); private
senior colleges, from 4 -to 43. The same problems in determining commonality
of holdings exist here as have appeared before, except that the number of
items is of a more manageable size than is the case with monographs. Progress
in comparison of peri&dicals lists is now underway in some groupings of insti-
tutions, e.g., in the“Spartanburg area, in the Charleston .area, the Microfilm
Catalog and Shelf List Project of the State Library and USC at Columbia, and
the four-year branches of USC. It is recommended that support and encourage-
ment be given to State-wide development of serials listings in accessible form.

Site visits and data gathered by questlonnaire 1ndicate that only the
public senior colleges have built resources in microform. Those data are
given in Table XVI. Only one four-year branch of USC and two private senior
colleges show more than the lowest number held among the public senior colleges.
Use of microforms may provide a cost effectLV° way of building collection
resources.

Although the profession has not agreed on the numerical relationship
to be expected between the print and non-print holdings in a college collection,
there is common acceptance of the need to collect information for today's user
in all forms. In Table XVII there is provided a summary of non-print holdings

for all 29 senior college libraries. Except in the usual forms of audio
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recordings, filmstrips and slides, collections are generally small. Out-
standing otherwise are the.GEdeo tape collections being developed at two
of the public senior colleges and the manuscript collections, one each at
a public and a private senior college. Administrative patterns and building
designs vary across the State as the non-print resources begin to grow. Two

recommendations are in order as these collections develop from the embryo

stage. The first is that planning begin immediately to design an accessible
State-wide union list in non-print media in order to make early use of shared
cataloging data and bibliographic control to avoid unnecessary duplication.
The second is that all institutions adopt the definition of college library
collections as stated in the commentary on Standard 2 in the ACRL Standards

-for College Libraries,16 and develop collections which '"require that regard-

less of format, all kinds of recorded information needed for academic pur;
poses by an institution be selected, acquired; organized, stored, and delivered

for use within the library."17

Review of Collecticn use_as Related to Collection Growth

Use of the crllection, or more specifically. circulation of books,
generally is con31unred a meaningful measurement %o determine how well a
collection is meeting the needs of the users. The number indicating total
circulation of hooks is decreasing in value for this purpose, but a summary
of these data over a five-year period is recorded in Table XVIII. The figures
become significant whenever marked changes ocecur from one year to the next or
as a pattern‘over the five years. These changing patterns usually reflect the
v:ccupancy of ‘a new buiiding, enrollmeut changes, different ways of recording
c1rcu1at10n statistics, different educational programs, restructured loan
perlods and procedureb,‘or growth of the ceollection. Detailed inte rpretation
can be meaningful to each institution{

The size of the collection correlates closely with use and skould be
reflected in use of materials from other libraries by interlibrary lean.

In Tables XIX through XXIII are presented figures on circulation during the
five-year period, 1971-75. Each table prcvides a total and a detail on inter-
librafy joans, volumes added to the collection annually, total ¢irculation,
and details for genaral and reserve. One observation can be made with reason-
able assurance. The larger the cellection snd the greater the circulation

5f zhe on-site collection, the larger thr number of interlibrary loan trans-
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actions. This is negated to some degree when a collection has a subject
specialization and has materials which are not readily available elsewhere.
Interlibrary loan data are valuable for detailed analysis as long-rarge
planning progresses; Study reveals two facts that are meaningfhl. Within
each sub-grouping of institutions, both the total number of interlibrary
loans made and the number of libraries making them has increased during the
five-year period. It is recommended that a specific study of the use of
interlibrary loans be conducted on a State-wide basis. This study should
focus on' such information as what kinds of materials are being loaned, to
whom and from whom; what factoré have contributed to the progressive increase
over the period from 1971-75; what special cooperating agreements are in
operation now, what steps should be' taken to share resources in a cooperative
pattern effectively without creating unreimbursed costs to any library either
in money or kind; and what bibliographic access to collection holdings would

be most effective in expediting the sharing of resources.

Presentation of Budgetary Support

The determination of how muéh budgetary support will be required is
critical to any consideration of improving library resources and information
services. More often than not the initiative to develop coordinated planning,
interaction of services, or sha:ing of information and materials has originated
with hopeful, but misinformed, administrators who thought that the immediate
costs to the institutiorn would be reducad. This {s never possible. The best
to be hoped for is a long-range saving over future cost increases or the elimin—
ation of unnecessary, or repetitive; processés which may free both people and
money for deployws~t to other services; or the eventual purchasing of more with
less throﬁfﬁ the economy effected by acquiring and producing in wholesale
quantities. In the economics of libraries, as in society as a whole, the
vi:lue which one receives is that quality for which one pays. Improvement of
services and the sharing of resourres will require.staff time in planning and
operational costs in implementation before any project can develop.

Administrators and funding authorities can be frustrated by the seemingly
endless needs of libraries. What is the solution when respectable maintenance
amounts are expended year after year and slight progress is made toward meeting

national standards? 1In Table XXIV are provided the data on total annual iibrary‘
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Table XV

Numbers of Serial and Newspaper Titles Received

Serial Periodical Newspaper

Public Senior Colleges Titles Titles Titles
The Citadel 1,396 1,378 14
College of Charleston 1,864 1,843 24
Francis Marion College 1,523 1,107 24
Lander College 978 821 17
South Carolina State College 1,089 665 30
Winthrop College 3,749 3,749 43
Four-Year Branches, USC

USC-Aiker 695 ' 416 15
USC-Coastal Carolina 650* 650 35%
USC-Spartanburg 870 698 19
Private Senior Colleges ,

Allen University 469 348 30
Baptist College 829 , 829 14
Benedict College 1,050 ‘ 575 37
Bob Jones University 430 430 : 10
Central Wegleyan College 365 ‘ 365 12
Claflin College : 562 440 21
Coker College | - 239 ' 236 ‘ 10
Colum%ia Bible College 386 386 4
Columpia College 864 ‘ 863 18
Converse &nliage 440 420 16
Erskine College 762 -~ 688 20
Furman University 1,682 1,394 14
Limestone College 452 323 10
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 526 504 4
Morris College 185 , 174 10
Newberry College 818 ‘ 640 : 15
Presbyterian College 882 640 19
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr
Yoorhees College 587 564 15
Wofford College 715 705 18
% Estimated

nr - not reported
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Table XVI

Microform Holdings

Total Number Newspaper Titles Received
"Public Senior Colleges in Microform
. The Citadel 118,523 2
College of Charleston . 137,097 7
'Francis Marion College ‘ - 30,207 5
Lander College 20,215 2
South Carolina State College 94,255 5
Winthrop College ' 285,529 22
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Afiken . 4,818 1
USC~Coastal Carolina ‘ : 4,292 2
USC-Spartanburg 30,553 1
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University ‘ ‘ . 1,202 2
Baptist College 2,309 2
Benedict College 4,412 3
Bob Jones University ‘ 17,234 1
Central Wesleyan College 165 0
Claflin College 3,372 4
.Coker College . © - 66 1
Columbia Bible College 0 0
Columbia College 6,462 2
Converse College 56 10
Erskine College 57 2
Furman University 53,071 3
- Limestone College 335 1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 6,108 ar
Morris College ‘ 47 0
Newberry College 4,483 2
Presbyterian College 90 2
Southern Methodist College nr nr-
Voorhees College 20,245 6
Wofford College ‘ 9,820 3

- nr - not reported
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Table XVII
Print and Non-Print Holdings

Print | B Non~Print
Audio ‘ Mixed
s B Yotion: | Video {Record- | Filnm- Overhead | Maps | Media
f‘ Public Senior Colleges lolumes |Pictures Tapes | ings Strips|Slides| Transp. |Charts|Prints| Kits |Manusc. |Other
© The Cltadel BN 131 O O ol of 0| 0 o o 0
. College of Charleston 157,038 61 | 490 | 3,529 B ar 0 0 0y 0 nr 0
- Francis Marion College 123,804 6 | nr 49 nr | oar nt | nr| nar| ar 3 nr
~ Lander College 79,481 20 | 850 | 300 | 200 3,000 0. | 0 of 90 0 0
South Carolina State Collegej273,431| 0 0 184 35| 112 0 | 3 0 0 nr
Winthrop College ' 307,497 0 0 759 | 011,376 0 347 0 1 150,000 |23,023
~ Four~Year Branches, USC
USC-Adken 1938 0 | 0| of o o | @M 0| o o
. USC-Coastal Carolina 42,3011 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
- USC-Spartanburg 65,1511 0 0 0 0 0 0 0y 0p 00 0
Private Senior Colleges
©Allen Unfversity | 49,005) 35 G| 35 | w0 66| %L | 0 o 0| 0 0.
Baptist College 82,688 19 | 0 | 2,862 2| 823 48 | a3 0] 0 0 0
Benedict College o 197,962 225 N 200 | 150 50 ar| ar| onr nr | 1,250
Bob Jones University 152,562| .0 0 | 5,026 00 0 0 0 0 0 0| nr

Central Wealeyan College | 38,044 0 .95 | 75| 508 0 1 0] 15| .0 0

0
Claflin College 67,093 1 | 349 520 613 ar | ar| mr| 20 nr 90
Coker College 57,6171 1 0 835 5 3 0 0] 0 4 0 768
Columbia Bible College 40,385 0 0 1,613 | 140 2 102 | 131 1,151 149 0 | nr
‘Columbia College 101,833 - 17 nro| 6,459 12 13,393 | ar | ) 2 nre | 9,404
 Converse College 99,6321 0 0 14,618 00 0 71 0 St ar nr
Erakine College 197,019 26 nr | 686 | 18| ar| mr ne| nr| 3 nr nr
- Furman University 240,658 nr ar | 1,075 L6 | 188 nr ar | nar | 28 |13,000 130
- ~Limestone College 48,621 0 0.{1,760 | 3712| 119 0 nr 0 0 0 | 6,091
 Lutheran Theo. Seminary | 56,774| 15 nr 50 00| 400{ ar e | onrl| o oar nr ar
_ Morris College ) 3 511w 6| nr| oo 1{ nr| 69 nr 93
Newberry College 65,000 0 19 {1,197 | 186 {1,800 | 168 110 01 197 0 118
64 Presbyterian College g5 0 f 3|10 | | 0| wr | 10| 30| 15| 0 250
~ Southern Methodist College | 10,000 nr nr nr nr|oonr nr nc| nr{ nr nr nr-
~ Voorhees College | 77,051 3 nr 189 83| 761 nr’ ar| nr| 19 35 13
O " College 64,8221 0 0 0 00 0 221 0 0 0 0

- emmem=not reported ”



expenditures for 1971~75, and in Table XXV are given the number of volumes
added annually to the book collection of each college. The five—yea: average
is also shown in the latter. Totals in each table, taken independently, may
seem substantial, especially when compared wifh other college expenditures.

But it has been shown earlier that much progress remains to be made if national
standards are to be met fully.

A comparison of the figures in Tables XXIV and XXV shows that increased
dollars spent in 1974—75 resulted in an increase in volumes-added to the
collection over the number added during the preceding year at only one of
the public senior colleges. Of the 15 private senior colleges which increased
1974~75 expenditures over those of 1973-74, only eight also increésed zhe'
number of volumes added to the book collection. (An examination of the data
for the four-year brarches leads to a different interpretation which will be
discussed later.)

Many factors affect the ratio between increases in total annual expendi-
tures for the library and increases in number of volumes added to the book
collection. An important one is the increase in costs of library materials.
These prices are rising at a faster rate than those of other goods and ser-
vices in higher education. The'average price of the hard-cover trade-technical
book rose in 1975 over 1974 from $14.09 to $16.19, a total of 23.9 points on
the price index scale.18 Fér serial services the increase was from $109.31
to $118.03, a price index scale increase of 12.1 points.lg Masy barket
paperback books kept pace, increasing from $1.28 to $1.46, a tutiul of 22.8

price index points.20 Highest of all was the increase in trade and higher-

. priced paperbacks, moving from $4.38 to $5.24, or a total increase of 26.5

on the price index scale.

Another factor‘which affects the ratio between increases in expenditures
and number of volumes added is the specific percentage breakdown within ﬁhe
library budget. In Table XXVI are given the expenditures by category for each
of the senior college libraries reporting.. In Table XXVII these dollar amounts
are converted into percentages. With few exceptions, in libraries of South
Carolina’s senior colleges the expenditures for materials are roughly the same
as those for salaries. ZIf a greater expenditure occurs, it is likely to be

for materials. Data gathered frsm the 1973 survéy-of libraries in the south-
east by the Southeastern Library Association indicates that these academic

libraries, on the average, allocated 52 percent of their budgets to salaries
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Table XVIII

Total Annual Circulation of Books

56

. 1970-71 1971-72 | 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

Public Semior Colleges

The Citadel 39,420 40,402 35,904 34,167 36,305
College of Charleston nr 9,757 24,727 43,696 59,461
‘Francis Marion College 7,538 16,677 18,118 26,634 32,245
Lander College nr nr ° nr nr nr
South Carolina State College 50,364 49,944 50,754 45,435 49,998
Winthrop College ° s 71,480 76,927 71,094 74,034 | 64,471
‘Four-Year Branches, USC

USC~-Aiken 7,072 7,816 16,900 28,431 32,850
USC-Coastal Carolina nr nr 9,309 15,400 18,192
USC~-Spartanburg 8,803 8,212 11,181 14,246 17,948
Private Senior Colleges

Allen University 5,855 4,161 3,902 7,325 7,923
Baptist College 25,938 29,827 25,587 35,671 58,175
Benedict College 36,786 38,841 29,435 - 25,269 18,649
“Bob Jones University nr nr nr nr nr’
Central Wesleyan College nr 28,215 27,746 24,548 nr
. Claflin College 6,769 11,968 13,812 14,810 14,508
Coker College 22,294 19,697 19,296 21,717 . nr
Columbia Bible College 31,146 39,201 36,728 46,816 53,353
Columbia College 37,174 37,691 41,017 35,910 31,732
Converse College 41,577 27,584 28,954 28,801 28,356
Erskine College nr nr nr nr nr
Furman University 69,728 74,011 67,924 65,166 64,505
Limestone College 19,945 26,413 29,486 27,205 16,486
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr : nr nr nr
Morris College 20,872 20,983 20,159 16,891 24,401
Newberry College 19,649 21,631 25,775 24,555 21,962
Presbyterian College 32,646 36,670 35,032 36,708 31,877
Southern Methodist College nr nr. nr nr nr
‘Voorhees College 6,925 6,895 11,438 11,865 13,411
Wofford College 18,604 19,759 20,915 21,277 22,868
nr - not reported 67
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Table XIX

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulatiom, 1970-71

57

New Total * | Gen. Reserve
Interlibrary Loans Books | Book Book Rook
. Public Senior Colleges Total BorrowedliLoaned Added | Cir. Cir. ‘ gir.
- - The Citadel 134 118 16 8,214f 39,420 | ' nr’ nr
“College of Charleston nr nr nr 2,992 * nr | 5,971 nr
Francis Marion College 5 5 0 13,773{ 7,538} 7.168 370
Lander Ccllege 5 5 0 4,227 ar 15,472 nr
‘South Carolina State College | 293 152 141 6,717} 50,364 | 46,168 '| 4,196
'Winthrop College 664 531 133 21,055\ 71,480 | 67,393 | 4,087
' Four-Year Branches, USC
© USC-Aiken nr nr nr 1,637 7,072 | €,747 325
'~ USC-~Coastal Carolina nr nr nr 1,979 nr 3,142 nr
. USC-Spartanburg 50 50 i 50 2,732f :8.8Cs+ | 5,883 |2,920
Private Senior Colleges
. Allen University nr nr nr 3,897| 5,855 4,625 {1,230
. Baptist College 27 27 0 5,735} 29,938 {24,638 }|5,300
Benedict College 7 5 2 4,900! 36,786 {30,500 | 6,286
Bob Jones University 36 20 16 “4,504 nr 69,590 nr
_Central Wesleyan College nr nr nr 2,122 nr nr nr
* Claflin College 40 9 31 11,040} 6,769 | %,178 591
. Coker College 38 nr nr 3,079( 22,294 | 21,525 769
. Columbia Bible College nr nr . nr 1,214] 31,146 nr.. nr
" Columbia College 132 42 90 11,130} 37,174 | 28,711 8,463
Converse College 274 212 62 4,062] 41,577 |38,043. | 3,534
. Erskine College nr nr nr - 4,067 nr . nr . nr
- Furman University 291 178 113 13,781 69,728 |50,025 |19,703
"~ Limestone College nr nr nr 2,657| 19,945 |17,779 2,166
Lutheran Thec. Seminary nr nr nr 1,882 nr nr nr
- Morris College 0 0 0 2,238| 20,872 | 17,618 | 3,254
Newberry College 35 33 2 4,368| 19,649 |15,879: |3,770
. Presbyterian College 102 92 10 5,884 32,646 |25,402 |7,244
Southern Methodist College nr - nr nr nr nr nr nr
" Voorhees College 7 4 3 3,729 6,925 | 6,252 673
Wofford College 140 125 15 5,725| 18,604 {13,288 |5,316
" nr - not reported
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Table XX

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulation, 1971-72

58

Interlibrary Loans New Total ‘Gen. Reserve
Books ‘| Book Book Book
Public Senior Colleges Total Borrowed: | Loaned Added |Cir. Cir. Cir‘i
The Citadel 183 179 13 11,696| 40,402 nr nr ,
.College of Charleston .nr nr nr 38,217y 9,757 | 8,523 | 1,234
Francis Marion College 18 18 0 27,814(116,677 | 15,295 1,382
Lander College 4 4 0 5,825 nr 14,698 - nr
South Carclina State College | 268 150 118 7,136149,944 | 45,512 4,432
" Winthrop College 1,008 862 146 30,371176,927 | 74,011 2,916
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken nr nr nr 2,317 7,816 7,316 500
USC-Coastal Carolina nr I3 nr 1,632 nr 5,465 [ nr
USC-Spartanburg 65 64 1 4,870{ 8,212 4,880 3,332
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University nr nr nr 3,763| 4,161 3,127 1,034 7
Baptist College 29 29 "0 5,2791 29,827 | 26,486 3,341
Benedict College 8 6 2 6,245( 38,841 | 30,165 8,676
Bob Jones University - 18 11 7 4,235 nr 77,464 nr
Central Wesleyan College nr nr nr 2,425| 28,215 27,617 598
Claflin College 43 14 29 4,705/ 11,968 | 10,124 1,844
Coker College 54 nr nr 2,006 19,679 | 19,286 393
Columbia Bible College nr nr nr 3,347} 39,201 nr nr
Columbia College 128 64 64 8,038{37,691 | 29,470 8,221
Converse College 176 111 65 3,140] 27,584 | 25,175 2,409
'Erskine College nr nr nr 3,200 nr nr nr
'Furman University 255 166 89 9,704} 74,011 | 52,680 | 21,331
. Limestone Coilcge nr nr | nr 1,262} 26,413 20,77 5,637
" Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr | nr 2,419]  nr- nr nr
- Morris College 0o 0 0 2,274 20,983 | 20,739 244
 Newberty College 48 45 3 4,882121,631 | 17,394 4,237
' Presbyterian College 65 50 15 . 6,345{ 36,670 | 28,797 7,873
Southevn Methodist College nr nr nr nr nr nr 'nr
Voorhees College 5 2 3 4,458| 6,895 6,121 774
Wofford College 220 158 62 7,467119,759 } 14,636 5,123
nr — not reported
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Table XXI

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulation, 1972-73

New Total Gen. Reserve
Interlibrary Loans Books Book Book Book
: Added Cir. Cir. Cir.
- Public Senior Colleges Total | Borrowed |Loaned S
. The Citadel 221 204 17 10,395} 35,904 nr nr
College of Charleston 229 216 13 27,321} 24,727 | 20,413 4,314
" Francis Marion College 79 77 2 15,307} 18,118 17,094 1,024
_ Lander College 14 14 0 4,863 nr | 15,786 nr
_ South Carolina State College | 489 201 288 14,8073 50,754 | 47,321 3,433
. Winthrop College 888 762 126 21,070] 71,094 | 68,569 2,525
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken h 26 0 3,331 16,900 14,707 2,193
USC~-Coastal Carolina 25 25 0 3,890( 9,309 8,179 1,129
USC-Spartanburg 30 30 0 6,061 11,181 | - 5,426 5,755
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University-:- ar nr nr 1,859 3,902 | 2,981 921
Baptist College 21 21 0 5,686 25,587 | 21,680 3,907
Benedict College 9 6 3 4,249 29,435 | 24,931 4,504
Bob Jones University 29 15 14 5,275 nr 84,010 nr
Central Yesleyan College 3 2 1 3,618 27,740 nr nr
Claflin College 52 18 34 6,887 113,812 10,127 3,685
Coker College 34 nr nr 2,614 12,296 | 19,120 176
" Columbia Bible College nr nr nr 2,682} 36,728 | 18,756 | 17,972
Columbia College 70 36 34 5,406 41,017 | 32,365 8,652
Converse College 214 135 79 2,259 ] 28,954 25,975 2,979
Erskine College nr- nr - nr 3,317 nr nr nr
Furman Univgrsity 250 98 152 11,037 67,924 51, 391 16, 533
Limestone Co]_lege 63 52 11 1,558 29,436 , 22,597 6,889
' Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr 3,353 nr . nr nr
Presbyterian c,r;‘\"l_ege 6[0 49 15 5,682 35,032 28,059 6,973
Southern Methei::~- College nr nr nr nr nr nr nr
Voorhees Colle:~ 4 4 -0 908 | 11,438 9,852 ; 1,585
Wofford College 117 80 37 5,912 | 20,915 | 15,98% : 4,931
or - not reported .
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Table XXII

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulation, 1973-74

e
L

71

New Total .. Gen, Reserve
In;erlibraty Loans Books | Book Book Book
Publlic Senior Colleges‘ Total Borrowed | Loaned Added | Cir, Cir. Cir,
The Zitadel 177 145 32 13,681 34,167 nr nr
- College of Charleston 228 214 14 28,017| 43,696 | 32,177 | 11,519
Prancis Marion College 101 99 2 28 437 26 634 A& 544 2,090
Lander College 22 22 0 19,884 nr 15, 448 nr
South Carolina State College | 392 129 263 12,636| 45,435 &2,684 2,751
" Winthrcp Coilege 777 613 164 19,552 74,034 | 70,544 3,490
Four-Year Branches, usc
USC~Aiken 24 24 0 3,910 28,431 | 26,231 2,200
usC-Coastal Carolina 41 41 0 6,926] 15,400 ! 13,756 1,644
JSC--Spartanburg 125 125 0 4,4941 14,246 9,468 4,778
Private Senior Colleges °
Aller University ar nt nr 3,822y 7,325 5,935 | - 1,390
Baptiz: College 28 13 9 6,801| 35,671 { 27,250 | 8,421
Benedict Cqllege 11 7 4 50,000} 25,262 | 21,428 3,841
Bob Jones University 46 13 33 5,105 nr 86,448 nr
Central wusléyan College 91 a9 2 3,586 24,548 nr nr
Clafiin College 58 16 42 3,912f 14,810 § 12,764 2,046
Coker College 76 nr nr 3,039 21,717 | 21,485 232
Coiumbia Bible uollege 2 15 27 1,914 46,816 | 21,984 | 24,832
Columbia Colluge 90 51 39 6,638 35,910 | 29,177 6,733
Converse College 155 129 35 2,680) 28,801 | 25,539 3,263
Ergkine College nr nr nr 4,363 nr nr nr -
Furman University 373 236 137 9,962{ 65,166 | 49,944 15,222
Limestone College 27 23 4 1,536 27,205 | 20,2563 6,942
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr 2,040 ar nr ar
Morris College 0 ) 0 2,015} 16,891 | 16,568 323
Newherry College 128 106 2z 3,874 24,555 | 21,280 3,275
Presbyterian College 68 44 10 >,032 36,708 | 28,975 7,733
Southern Mszihodist Coullege nr pt nr nr nr ar ne
Voothe=s College 2 2 0 3,951} 11,855 | 10,192 1,673
Wofford Cellege 173 121 52 8,055| 21,277 | 16,361 4,916
nr ~ not reported
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Table‘XXIII

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Ci:culétioh,‘i97ﬁ—75

2 -

72

L T
! Interlibrary Loans Few Tatal Total |Gen. Raserve -
‘ - _ N Books {Coll. |Book - |[Book |Book
Public Senior Colleges Total[iBozrowcd Loaned | Added Cir. (Cir. ' |[Cir.
- The Citadel 159 135 24 28 .2681175,269136,305) i nr
. .College of Charleston 403 392 11 22,57%11157,038159,461{46,158/13,303 .
" Francis Marion College 209 185 24 1 20,934 1123,874(32,245(2¢.990| 3,255
‘Lander College . 64 64 |- © 14,012 79,481 nr 16,1537) "ni o
South Carolina State College 471 75 39 17,933 273,431149,998 |45,741| 4,257 .
Winthrop College 1,201| 1,074 127 .| 19,044 307,497]64,471162,7599| 2,402
Fourr-7ear Branchew, USC
. USC-Aiken 6 6 0 6,938| 29,358{32,850(29,352| 3,498
© USC-Coastal Uarolina 83 83 0 6,183 42,307118,192(16,247| 1,945
USC-Spartanburg 91 91 0 11,649 45,157|17,94811,520] 6,428
% Privacte Senior Colleges
Allen Universiiy nr nr nr 2,994} 49,005} 7,923| 6,951 ‘972
Baptiat College 59 40 19 5,313) 82,68858,175(44,420{13,755
Benedict College 19 9 10 21,820| 97,962|18,649}1%,338} 2,311
Bob Jones University 55 26 29 4,6941152,562 nr [81,088] nr
- Central W:sleyan College 6 3 3 2,2471 38,044 nr (14,712 nr.
- Claflin College 63 22 41 6,379 67,03314,508|11,872] 2,632
. Coker College 107 nr nr . 1,869 57,6171 nr 15,358} nr -
"Columbia Bible College 23 19 4 1,868 40,38553,353126,062|27,291
Columbia College 89 39 50 10,1174 101,833131,732|25,468| 6,264
Converse¢ College 520 463 57 3,180 99,63228,356(24,082] 4,274
" Erskine Coliege nr nr nr 5,253} 97,019 nr nr nr
Furman University 281 192 89 11,634} 240,658}64,505(50,283} 14,222
Limestone College 115 114 1 1,080] 48,42116,486(12,976] 3,510
~ imtheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr 3,579 56,774 nr nr nr
' ‘Morris College ' 1 0 1 3,594{ 21,73224,40124,003 398
Newherry College 0133 101 32 3,968 65,000121,962|19,614] 2,348
Prashyterian College 54 46 8 5,426 82,751131,877|24,868 7,009
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr nr nr nr nr nr
. Voorhees College 4 nr nr 5,601 77,051413,411|11,295 2,116
Wofford College 217 136 81 6,407] 144,822{22,868{17,35% 5,509
nr - not reported
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Total Anﬁual Library Expenditures,‘1970—75*

‘Table XXIV

‘ o 1970-71 1971-72 1972~73 - 1973-74 | 1974-75
Public Senior Colleges ‘ ‘ ,
The Citadel $185,657 $213,815 $275,602 $307,284 | $340,677
College of Charleston 58,855 414,663 454,660 714,387 | 696,679

" Francis Marion College .255,965 321,552 . 335,825 - 364,236 | 521,839
Lander College 56,580 56,481 60,013 185,257 { 285,946
South Carolina State College 184,172 219,610 320,445 376,256 | 400,608
Winthrop College 452,428 574,093 476,184 ' 522,130} 630,426
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken $ 27,684 $ 41,080 $102,206" $ 59,315} $125,367
uSC-Coastal Carolina 27,200 30,000 49,732 198,666 86,039
USC-Spartanburg 35,231 69,711 82,823 81,258 { 122,430
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University $ 58,689 $ 53,804 $ 46,220 $ 76,192 | $ 90,466
Baptist College 134,337 140,440 167,817 210,302 | 252,232
Benedict College 113,640 141‘3c6 84,641 338,461 | 524,084
Bob Jones University nr nr nr nr - nr
Central Wesleyan College 42,552 45,937 48,956 56,793 60,129
Claflin College 114,404 133.754 . 155,121 140,516 | 207,497
Coker College 50,789 - 50,504 51,088 63:,207 71,684
Columbia Bible College 27,946 33,482 38,8565 55,340 54,151
Columbia College 166,207 150,537 143,639 142,626 | 152,510
Converse College . 112,485 113,225 128,60G 138,048 | 148,325
Erskine College 59,445 77,848 80,213 . 93,71¢ | 93,320
Furman University 280,807 276,063 305,586 345,033 | 352,037
Limestone College 44,006 43,820 43,172 54,186 40,156
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 30,650 39,382 38,926 51,383 75,950

- Morris College 46,594 37,618 25,994 40,830 46,456

- Newberry College 75,041 76,526 57,892 92,108 | 138,437
Presbyterian College 102,294 122,890 124,972 130,181 | 146,273
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr nr nr
Voorhees College 88,238 99,008 97,110 14:6,949 | 130,026
Wofford College 135,730 136,130 151,937 | ‘158,185 | 174,423

* Source:

South Carolina College Library Resources Survey

or - not reported
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Table XXV

Number“of Vnolumes Added Annually

63

1970-75
1370~ 1971~ 1972~ 1973 1974~ Five Year
, ‘ }‘ 71 72 73 74 75 Average
Public Senior €ollegeu i
The Citadel o 8,214 | 11,696 | 10,395 | 13,6821 28,968 | 14,591
College of Charlesto 2,992 § 38,217 | 27,321 | 28,017 22,571 | 23,824
_ Francis Marion College 13,773 | 27,814 | 15,307 | 28,427 20,934 | 21,253
" Lander College 4,227 5,825 4,863 | 19,884 10,012 | '8,962
South Carolina State College 6,717 | 7,136 | 14,807 19,636 17,933 13,246
Winthrop College 21,055 | 30,371 | 21,070 | 19,552 19,044 | 22,219
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken 1,637 2,317 3,331 1,910 6,938 3,227
. USC~Coastal Carolina 1,979 1,632 3,890 6,926 6,183 4,122
USC-Spartanburg 2,732 4,870 6,061 4,494 11,649 5,961
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University 3,897 3,763 1,859 3,822 2,994 3,267
Baptist College 5,735 5,279 5,686 6,801 5,313 5,763
- Benedict College 4,900 6,245 4,249 | 50,000 | 21,820 | 17,443
Bob Jones University 4,504 4,235 5,275 5,105 4,694 4,759
Central Wesleyan College 2,122 2,425 3,618 3,586 2,247 2,800
Claflin College 11,040 4,705 6,887 3,912 " 67379 6,585
Coker College ‘ 3,079 2,006 | 2,614 3,039 1,869 2,521
Columbia Bible College 1,214 3,347 2,682 1,914 | 1,868 2,205
Columbia College 11,130 8,038 5,406 6,638 10,117 8,266
Converse College 4,062 3,140 2,259 2,680 3,180 3,064
Erskine College 4,06" 3,200 3,317 4,368 5,253 4,041
Furman University 13,78. 9,704 | 11,037 9,962 11,634 | 11,223
Limestone College 2,657 1,262 1,558 1,536 1,080 | 1,617
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 1,882 2,419 3,353 2,040 3,579 2,655
Morris College 2,238 2,274 333 2,015 3,594 2,091
Newberry College 4,368 4,882 2,243 3,874 3,968 3,867
. Presbyterian College 5,884 £,345 5,682 5,032 5,426 5,674
- Southern Methodist College nr nr nr nr nr nr
... Voorhees College 3,729 4,458 908 3,951 5,601 3,729
Wofford College 5,725 7,467 5,912 8,055 6,407 6,713
nr - not reported
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Table XXVI

Library Expenditures by Category, 1974-75%
Salaries Supplies and
and Materials ‘
‘ Wages Including Equipment Other Total
Public Senior Colleges Binding
The Citadel $160,872 $156,260 $13,119 $ 7,050 {$337,301
lollege of Charleston 315,332 345,761 . 41,660 34,805 | 737,558
 Francis Marion College 193,873 301,839 13,805 33,842 | 543,359
Lander College 92,460 169,620 10,084 13,776 | 285,940"
South Carolina State College| 172,998 211,046 18,248 18,081 | 420,373
Winthrop College 312,432 233,549 60,813 27,867 | 634,661
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken $ 46,075 $ 74,770 $ 6,187 $ 602 |$127,634
USC-Coastal Carolina 53,596 36,452 4,513 936 95,497
USC-Spartanburg 35,912 81,318 5,900 2,322 | 123,322
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University $ 34,122 $ 57,600 s 700 $ 1,700 |$ 94,122
Baptist College 141,726 83,329 15,000 12,176 | 252,231
Benedict College 153,603 232,734 127,101 5,646 | 524,084
Bob Jones University 96,155 49,880 7,663 0 { 153,698
Centtal Wesleyan College 32,685 124,397 1,486 1,564 60,129
Claflin College 115,860 107,511 5,491 8,086 | 236,948
Coker College 45,395 21,619 1,390 3,280 71,684
Columbia Bible College 41,000 10,488 547 2,117 54,152
Columbia College 80,584 66,204 4,742 5,215 | 156,745
Lonverse College 91,840 44,600 6,450 1,600 | 144,490
Erskine College 52,504 40,362 © 214 4,478 | 97,558
Furman Uaiversity 179,860 163,891 586 5,421 349,758
Limestone College ‘ 25,304 13,807 409 1,480 41,000
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 32,992 24,753 01,119 0 58,864
Morris College 62,003 20,673 697 108 83,481
Newberry College 69,250 43,761 17,672 6,219 { 136,902
‘Presbyterian College 78,141 67,952 1,976 8,904 156,973
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr - ‘nr nr
Voorhees College 55,771 50,086 0 3,625 | 109,482
Wofford College 108,299 59,173 0 6,951 | 174,423

* Source:

College and University Libraries, Fall,

nr - not reported
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Table XXVII

Percentage Expenditures by Category, 1974-75

Supplies and
Salaries Materials .
and Including ~ Equipment Other
Public Semnior Colleges Wages ‘ Binding
The Citadel 48.07% ‘ 46,02 4.0% 2.0%
College of Charleston 43,0 47.0 5.0 5.0
Francis Marion College 36.0 56,0 2,0 6.0
Lander College . ' 32.9 59.0 4.0 5.0
South Carolina State College 41.0 51.0 4.0 4.0
Winthrop College 49,0 | 37,0 10,0 4,0
Four~Year Branches, USC
USC~-Aiken 36.0% 8,5% 5,0% 0,.5%
.~ USC-Coastal Carolina ‘ 56,0 38.0 5.0 1.0
- USC-Spartanburg 29.0 65,0 4.0 2.0
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University 36.0% 61.0% 1.0% 2.0%
Baptist College 56.0 33.0 6.0 5.0
Benedict College 30.6 45,0 24.0 1.0
Bob Jones University 63.0 32.0 5.0 0.0
Central Wesleyan College 54.0 41.0 2.0 3.0
Claflin College ‘ 49.0 46.0 2.0 3.0
Coker College 63.0 30.0 2.0 5.0
Columbia Bible College 76.0 19.0 1.0 4.0
Columbia College 52.0 42.0 3.0 3.0
- Converse College 64.0 31.0 4.0 1.0
Erskine College 53.8 41.0 0,2 5.0
Furman University 51.0 46.8 G.2 2.0
Limestone College 62.0 33.0 1.0 4.0
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 56.0 ‘ 42.0 2.0 0.0
Morris College 74.0 24.9 1.0 0.1
Newberry College 51.0 32.0 13.0 4.0
Presbyterian College ‘ 50.0 43.0 1.0 6,0
Southern Methodist College nr . nr nr nr
Voorhees College 51.0 46,0 0.0 3.0
Wofford College 62.0 34,0 0.0 4.0
nr - not reported
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and wages while expending 40 percent on building the collection.22 Improve-
ment of services and resources may require an adjustment in percentage allo-
cation since the profession generally has found that "depending upon local
factors, between 35 and 45 percent of the library's budget is normélly allo-
cated to the purchase of materials; and between 50 and 60 percent is expended
for personnel."23

This review of expenditures for senior college libraries over the
1971-75 period in South Carolina would be incomplete without special mention”
of the four-year branches of USC. A comparison 0i expenditures for libraries
at these branches with those reported by the six other public and the 20 private
senior colleges highlights the amounts of money which are required to support
adequate library services at the senior college level. The surVey team is
aware of the fact that these branches are developing from two-year regional
campuses to four-year branches. Full college services, includfng those of
the library, cannot be expected to be provided overnight, nor without adequats2
financial support. | -

It is recommended that funds be provided in addition to the on-going
annual budgets to raise all six public senior colleges and the four-year
branches of USC to the level of meéting the ACRL Formulae A, B, and C on a
time table which can be agreed upon by all participants involved in the .
decision-making process.

1t is recommended that the Commission on Higher Education, in consul-
tation with the public senior colleges, decide the appropriate letter grade
defined by Formulae A, B, and C in the ACRL Standards which each should attain,
and develop an appropriate time table for each to attain the desired goal,
due reéérd being given in each case to the provision of appropriate financial,
support. It is further recommended that the Commission and the institutions
involved give first pricrity in this matter to bringing holdings at the four-
year branches of US® » minimum grade level of C (65% of what the Standard
requires). -

It is recommended that budgetary support be developed through the
Commission on Higher EducaFion or the State Library, to allow for planning
and implementing programs at the State-wide level which will improve biblio-
graphic control and access to resources and information. It is recommended
that the College of Librarianship at the University of South Carolina and the

State professional associations conduct a program of staff development for
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librarians and library administrators to improve their competency for deter-
mining cost effeétiveness by use of cost accounting. The combination of
raising quality of services with fiscal responsibility should result in an

investment for continuing support.

Special Resources and Collections

Perhaps nothing is so vital to the improvement of resource use among
senior college libraries as an inventory of those titles and materials which
collectively may be called "Special Collections." This need was apparent
in South Carolina wherever site visits provided the opportunity to explore -
the quality and_quantity of the senior college library collections. So
uniquely different and varied are these collections that the usual summary
inventory by‘name of institution and subject épecialization would have limited
value in this repbrt. The majority of Lhe titles would require complete

\

bibliographic identification.

When considering the additional costs which are involved in preserving
and making available such special collections, the decision to be made is
whether or not the college budget can support the activities which are re-
quifed;m No library should be encouraged to develop scholarly, rare collections
independent of the institution's purpose, but care should be taken to support
whatever collections any may already own. Many of the‘acadgmic libraries in
South‘Carolina have unusual titles which have been a part of their collec-
tions since the early days of an institution's development. These contribute
to the educational heritage and environment of scholarship which are important

in establishing pride in the individual identity of a college. Much of the

value of these materials presently is lost because of the lack of bibliographic

cbntfoi, and even of staff support, to prepare them for sharing with others.

It is recommended that exploration begin as soon as possible to determine
the best plan for preserving and restoring the collections which should remain
at the point of location and to seek funding sufficiently stable to develop

bibliographic records and access for these contributions of scholarship which

“.are a part of South Carolina.

CONCLUSIONS

«

There are many positive factors to be found in the senior college libraries

in the State. They are generally housed in good buildings which are workable
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"and aesthetically designed. For the type and size of most of the collecfions,
the selection has been good and the foundation is therefore strong on which to
build. Staff members are capable, professionally involved and open-minded.
Rich in its academic heritage, contemporary in its public library structure,
and strong in its special library resources, the State of South Carolina has
an opportunity to plan and to develop an integrated library program for all

of the State. The seizing of that opportunity will require leadership, inter-
action, cooperationjwahd”Budgetary support.

Some of the necessary cooperative efforts are already being tested. Li-
brarians in Spartanburg representing public and private colleges, a public
technical college, the county library, the public schools, and an industrial
library are working together to share information on holdings, to share access
to computerized seafch services, and to make accer: "asy to information which
may be available in one library but not in ant’...

An exciting development is élso underway in Charleston. Librarians from
all types of libraries are coordinating their'chérging systems with a single
type of borrower's ID card. This activity is supported by various union lists
of holdings and by plans for other cooperative projects. -

The number of library memberships in SOLINET is increasing. This is
providing a growing capability for sharing information on current acquisifions.
With State-wide planning, a program fof sharing'compatible lists of current
and retrospective holdings is possible in the near future. |

These projects give evidence of the efforts librarians in the State are
making to find workable solutions to meet the needs of the user and to improve
library éervices. An imaginative look into the future makes the challenges

-seem less formidable.
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CHAPTER IV

TWO-YEAR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS*

Introduction

The two—year postsecondary educational institution is a comparatively
young phenomenon in education, indigenous to the United States. It ls in
itself an example of change in higher education. Itsaoriginalmrole of pro-
viding young people with the first two years of college work near their homes
has greatly expanded. The two-year institution seeks to meet ‘the educational,
social, and cultural needs of the total community. Today its predominant form
is a tax-supported public institution. ' | | ‘

Change is frequently said to be the hallmark of the two—year postsecondary
institution and, as B. Lamar Johnson: reported the two-year institution is often
referred to as "the most dynamic unity of American education."z"Louis‘Shores
found that this climate of change exists because the two-year institution is
"the most flexible and receptive of all higher education institutions" and ’
it tends to be "less restrainedvby the forms of the past." ‘

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education found that "the most striking
recent structural development in higher education in the United States has
been the phenomenal growth of community colleges."é

also estimated that the 1970 two-year institution enrollment of approximately.

The Carnegie Commission

two million students, making up 30 percent of the total undergraduate enroll-
ment, will double by 1980. This increased enrollment will' then represent'
approximately 40 percent of the total undergraduate enrollment in the United
States. ‘ ‘ |
Johnson identified four factors currently producing the "change condition”
in two-year postsecondary institutions. The first element is rapid growth --—
experienced and projected. The second factor providing a climate:for change

in the two-year institution, isolated by Johnson, is the pressure for efficiency

-

* By W. Christian Sizemore



from outside and within the college. The third element that Johnson found

is a tendency for improvement through innovation and experimentation. Freedom
from restrictive tradition affording an opportunity for leadership with imagi-
nation is the fourth factor contributing to the ''change condition.” h

It is for these reasons that the two-year postsecondary institution has
been characterized as epitomizing change and iﬁno;ation. Many look to the
two-year institution as the vehicle for improvement in education. Lyle Spencer,
at a recent national seminar, stated that "The junior colleges seem to me to
offer our best chance to stimulate genuinely fresh‘investigationé, and then to
do something about the answers."

This same optimism does not always carry over to all components ~f the
institution. Norman Tanis asserted that "Few generalizations can be made
about the junior college library and its librarians, and even fewer ::in be
made about how these librarians can best be prepared for their yrtession.”

The Executive Director of the American Association of Community and Junior
Colleges, Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., has stated that "Of all aspects of junior
college development, less attention has been given to the junior collége
library than to any part of the instructional pr:ogr:am.'e8 .

Increasing attention now appears to be directed toward the role of the
library of the two-year institution.9 One result of this fucus is the develop-
ment of new standards or guidelines for two-year college library learning re-
source centers.10 These new stan<irds, developed by the American Association
of Community and Junior Colleges and the Association of College and Research
Libraries of the American Library Association, emphasize the need for redefini-
tion. and clarification of the role of the library and specify that these guide-
lines should be rev1sed annually. The new standards recognize that the library
of the two-year 1nstitu:ion shoul& provide innovative leadership to assist the
institutii 2 in meeting its obJectives. To this end the standards outline func-
tions whish construct the role of the library. These funhrions are described
in relation to the objectives, organization and administration, budgéé;"staff
and facilities, setrvices, and cooperative acrivities of the iibrary.ll

"Junior and community colleges constitute one of the more dynamic sectors
in Amerlcan higher education largely because of the increasing number of students
in attendance and because of the number of new institutions established annually.
A statement describing adequate learning resources and services has been diffi-

cult to formulate for these institutions because of surh factors as the widely
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diversified purposes and sizes of the institutiuzn, priva e and public; the
high proportion of commuting students; the cewprehensiveness of the curricula;
the willingness of administrators to experiment unhampered by tradition; and-

12 This introductory

the heterogeneity of background among thos¢ srrolled.”
statement from the 1972 American Library Association standards aptly character-

izes the situation in South Carolina two-year postsecondary imnstitutions.

Tliere are 28 two-year postsecondary institutions i:. South Carolina, with
the oldest established 85 years ago and the :i:.. established in 1974. Five
of these schcols are two-year regional campt ~»" the University of South

Carolira. There ars 16 technical colleges and centers operated under the
control of the State Board of Technical and Comprehensive Education; *wo have
two campuses, making 2 total of 18 technical institution libraries. There
are five private junisr colleges. ,

The survey team visited 22 of the 28 campuses. These included all but
one of the USC regional campuses, 15 of the 18 technical institutions' campuses,
and three of the five private junior colleges.

The 1975 full-time equivalent degree credit enrollment at the five USC
regiornal campuses totaled 1,699. By institution, and excluding Midlands,
this ranged from a low of 234 at Salkehatchie to a high of 516 at Lancaster.
Curricula at the USC regional campuses tend to be primarily liberal arts trans-
fer-oriented. ' -

The technical institutions envolled 22,670 full-time equivalent degree
credit* students, ranging from 337 at Williamsburg to 3,926 at Greenville.
Many techrical institutions offer general arts and sciences credit in addition
t> the 155 technical certificate and associate degree programs, ranging from
air conditioning to watchmaking.

The five private junior colleges enrolled 3,382 full-time equivalent degree

credit students, with a low of 152 at Clinton Junior College to a high of 1,197

at Anderson College.  The private junior college curricula tendwgpwbehgrangfqpfl_Mm“w.“

oriented. A few career programs, however, are being added in the areas of law
enforcement, early childhood education, and middle management training.

0f the total of 27 751 FTE degree credit students enrolled in two-~year
postsecondary institutions, six percent are at the University of South Carolina
regional campuses, 82 percent are in the technical institutions and 12 percent

are in the private junior cclleges.

*"Full-Time Equivalent" students are not defined in the same ways by the SBTCE
and by the junior colleges and universities. ‘
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Tzble XXVIIX

Two-Year Institutions: Enrollment ind Faculty, 1975

Full Time Equivalent

Date of ‘ Enrollment ~ Faculty
Founding (Degree Credit) (Headcount)
USC Regional Campuses
* [PSC-Beaufort 1959 257 . NR
* USC-Lancaster 1959 516 56
* USC~Salkahatchie 1965 234 25
* ygC-Sumter 1965 _ 437 34
USC-Union 1965 255 ‘ 24
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges
* Aiken Tech. Ed. Cnt. 1972 471 128
* Beaufort Tech. Ed. Cnt. 1968 482 76
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Coll. 1968 583 32
Denmark Tech. Ed. Cent. ‘ 1969 687 39
* Florence-Darlington Tech. Coll. 1967 1,516 70
* Greenville Tech. Coll. 1962 3,926 160
* . Horry-Georgetown Tech. Coll. . 1966 | 692 32
Mislands Techuical College ~
* Beitline Campus 1963 2,002 ‘ 119
* Airport Campus 1974 1,335 151
* . Orangeburg~Calhoun Tech. Coll. 1968 1,191 134
* Piedmont Tech. Coll. 1966 1,230 145
* Spartanburg Tech. Col.. 1961 1,159 191
*  Sumter Area Tech. Cell. 1962 815 ‘ NR
* Tri-County Tech. ¢1l. : 1963 1,927 100
Trident Technical iuilege
* North Campus 1964 2,484 ) .199
* . ‘Palmer Campus 195L5 372 ° - 76
 Williamsburg Tech. Voc. & Adult 1969 333 42
Education Center ettt . -
* York Tech. Coll. 1964 965 102
Private Junior Colleges
* Anderson College 1911 ©1,197 56
’ Clinton Junior College 1930 152 ~ NR
Friendship Junior College © 1891 293 NR
" % North Greenville College 1892 ‘ 613 30
x Spartanburg Methodist College 1911 1,127 57

NR - Not Reported
* Indicates an institution visited by a survey team member
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Resources

A tabulation of the resources of the institutions supplying information
about their libraries indicates that these 27 libraries held 487,896 volumes.1
Individual library holdings ranged from 3,761 to 34,681. Adding the non-print
media, these 27 libraries held 574,040 * :tal items, ranging from 4,274 to 47,288.
The average total collection was 21,261 items. The non-print media constitute
15 percent of the total holdings, with the majority of the non-print media heid
by the technical institutions.

On the average, the two-year postsecondary libraries added 1,838 volumes
in 1975. By institution, these additions ranged from a low of 208 to a high
of 4,046. The number of voiumes added over the 1971-75 period by each library
averaged 1,707, with extremes of 789 to 3,453. The average annual rate of
additions increased 11 percent, i1iom 1,633 volumes to 1,838 volumes during
the 1971 to 1975 period. C

The tabulation in Table XXXI indicates that the average number of serial
titles held by the two-year postsecondary libraries was 280, ranging from a
low of 110 to a high of 526. On thesaverage, these libraries subscribe to
14 newspapers, ranging from 7 t6'30. Only 12 libraries report currzntly
receiving newspapers on microfilm. Of these 12, three receive two ci<les
and one rece ives four. Thirteen receive no newspapers on microfilm and three
failed to rejort.

On the'average, the two-year postsecondary libraries provided 27 volunes
per FTE degree credit student. This ratio ranged from a low of 8 to a lLigh
of 89. The median number of volumes per student was 16. Twenty libraries
fell below the South Carolina average of 27 volumes per student. The latest
"College and University Library Statistics" reports that for 1974 the &.crage
numbér of volumes per student in all colleges and universities jn the United
States was 51.7.16 The 1975 South Carolina tabulation reveals that oniy
5 two-year institiitions met or exceeded the national average. It should be
noted, however, that the 51.7 national average includes four-year as well as
two-year institutions apd that the five institutions in the State which exceed
the naticinl average ha&é comparatively low enrollmenté.‘ Three of these enroll
fewer than 300 FTE students. ’

Four libraries reported that they had specialized collections. An evalu-

ation of these collectio.:, all in technical institutions, indicates that they

75

86



Table JXIX

Libravy Resources in Tvo-Year Institutjons, 1975

Volums Motion Video Audlo Filmstrips Slides Overhead Maps and Prints Mixed 0 - Total

9L

Pictures Tapes Recordings Trazsparencies Charts Media "dts Itens
. USC Regional Campuses ‘
-~ USC-Beaufort Cnam 0 0 ¢ ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,877
USC-Lancaster B 0 6 4 § 0 0 0 0 82 0 25,21
- USC-Salkahatchie ' ‘ 20,845 4 0 160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21,029
USC-Sunter 3,14 0 0 552 0 - 0 0 0 0 46 32,86
USC-Unton © 20,502 0 ¢ 300 5 4,000 50 0 0 3 0 26,860
Technical Education Centers - : ‘ ‘ | N
& Colleges ‘ ‘
- Afken Tech. Ed. Cat, 3,856 B 15 5 0 25 I 0 63 0 420
. Beaufort Tech, Ed, Cat, : 3,761 108 2 62 92 1,07 - 9% ! 0 1 0. 6,%6
- Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech, Coll. 12,165 8 10 170 42 500 15 25 b 56 - 0 13,05
- Denmark Tech, Ed, Cent. 10,136 0 0 0 625 420 45 ki 0 40 0 11,296
Florence=Darlington Tech. Coll. . = 24,285 5 50 750 184 500 350 0 0 10 0 26,13
Greenville Tech. Coll, 34,681 A b LS -89 9,500 600 16 120 0 54728
Horry~Georgetosn Tech, Coll. 13,559 30 10 256 267 2,650 1,566 0 0 3% 68 18,380
Midlands Technical College | | R
~Beltline Compus - 24,151 ] 1 19 10 100 1 50 0 0 3 %38
- AMuport Campus . 16,70 9% 2 3% 705 88 193 - 2 0 2 0 18,87
QOrangeburg-Calhoun Tech. Coll. 18,445 149 0 890 1,296 10,922 2,29 6 0 9 0. 33,95
Pledmont Tech. Coll, 13,060 0 40 1,128 180 N 67 0 120 0 14,655
© Spartanburg Tech, foll, 15,665 113 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 15,630
Surter Areg Tech. Coll, 14,21 297 ‘ g 13 966 2,080 366 20 b 67 18 18,859
- Tri-County Tech. Coll. 17,476 79 i0 255 11 %0 50 2 i 25 218,631
Trident Technical College ‘ '
North Campus 22,949 41 0 20 90 6,997 652 111 18 13 122 31,584
Palmer Campus ' 15,794 2 0 1,5% 229 3,1 18 1 20 141 33 20,91
* WilMansburg Tech: Voc, & Adult ‘ ; S
Education Center 5,420 62 2 k) 1,202 0 105 0 0 209 0 6,39
York Toch, Coll, ‘ 13,350 62 Sho 1,236 554 2,516 1,195 148 0 0 N 19,397
Private Junlor Colleges ‘ ‘
Anderson College 20,014 { 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,064
(linton Junior College R - -- - - - - - - - - W
Fr.endshi, Jundor College 10,170 4 0 25 132 i 0 0 0 0 0 10,574
. “Nueth Greenville College 10,678 0 / 1,686 B 3,653 2 50 300 18 180 37,369
Spartarbury Methodist College 25,215 1 ) 897 330 100 N | 2% 0 0 26,629
Yfoan Callection Total Items = 21,261 ¥R = No: Reported ‘ I
iy ‘
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Table XXX

Volumes Added, Two-Year Institutions, 197G-75

‘ Average
1970-71 1971-72 1972-~73 1973-74 - 1974-75 Volumes
g ‘ Added Per
Year
. 'USC Regional Campuses
- USC~Beaufort NR NR NR NR 2,527 NR
USC-Lancaster ‘ 1,368 2,400 1,574 2,859 2,996 12,239
USC~Salkahatchie NR 1,452 2,345 3,041 3,361 2,550
' USC~-Sumter - 210 967 750 1,107 911 789
' USC~Union 511 959 . 1,027 669 1,974 1,028
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges _
Aiken Tech. Ed. Cnt. NA NA 2,075 320 1,461 1,285
Beaufort Tech. Ed. Cat. NA -0- 1,105 1,207 1,712 '1,006
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Coll. 5,250 1,893 1,968 1,208 1,229 2,310
Der.zark Tech. Ed. Cent." 106 254 231 2,003 2,421 1,003
Florence-Darlington Tech. Coll. 2,900 1,055 2,138 2,639 1,612 2,069
Greenville Tech. Coll. 2,443 2,569 4,115 5,545 2,593 3,453
H:rey-~Goo: ~town Tech. Coll. . 1,425 3,930 1,464 1,519 1,406 . 1,949
Mfdlands iechnical College
‘Heliline Campus 639 891 2,575 2,085 1,412 1,520
Airpors Campus NA NA NA NA 1,003 1,003
O:ansekuog~Calhoun Tech. Coll. 2,591 2,556 2,695 2,372 2,082 2.459
#-.. ..xont Teck., Coll. 1,272 1,803 1,872 1,936 2,079 1,792
- Spart«uburg Teci:. Coil, ‘ 2,400 1,935 1,463 1,896 1,629 1,864
Sunmtet Area Tech. Coll 672 1.°%7 1,189 2,066 722 1,217
Tri-County. Tech. Coll. : 2,159 3,422 2,345 1,997 - 1,849 2,354
Trident Technical College ‘
North Campus 3,275 3,930 2,504 1,253 4,046 3,002 -
Palmer Campus 1,010 1,239 1,646 1,007 1,828 1,346
Williamsburg Tech. Voc. & Adult
'Educarion Center -0~ -0- 1,540 -0- 2,495 807
York Tech. Coll. 1,944 1,676 2,100 1,054 674 i,490
Private Junior Colleges ' ‘ .
 Anderson College 1,739 866 1,262 1,475 2,545 1,577
Clinton Junior College NR NR NR NR NR NR
- Friendship Junior College NR ~NR NR MR 208 NR
North Greenville College 1,186 1,312 1,930 - 1,973 1,780 1,636
Spartanburg Methodist Ccllege 1,197 584 759 959 1,076 915
Mean Volumes Added 1,633 1,618 1,778 1,757 1,838 1,707

NR - Not Reported -
NA -~ Not Available
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e e Table XXXI

Serials in Two-Year Institutions, 1975

Current Serial Newspaper Newspaper Titles

Titles Titles On Microfilm
YSC Regional Campuses ‘
ySsCc-Beaufort ‘ NR NR - NR
USC-Lancaster : 425 14 1
ySc-Salkahatchie 232 13 1
USC-Sumter 408 19 1
155C¢-Union » 156 8 0
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges
‘Aiken Tech. Ed. Cnt. 300 9 0
- Bezufort Tech. Ed. Cnt. 198 9 0
Chest zrfield-Marlboro Tech. Cull. 175 12 4
Denmark Tech. Ed. Cent. 110 8 0
Florence-Darlington Tech. Ccii. 351 16 2
Greenville Tech. Coll. 500 13 2
Horry-Georgetown Tech. Coll. 264 14 0
Midlands Technical College
Beltline Campus 352 10 1
. Airpoit Campus 240 15 2
Orzngeburg-Calhoun Tech. Coll. 240 7 0
Piedmont Tech. Coll. 234 19 1
- Spartanburg Tech. Coll. 289 18 0
Sumter Area Tech. Coll. 300 14 1
" Tri-Ccunty Tech. Coll. 370 24 0
Trident Techzical College )
North Campus 526 30 0
, Paimer Campus 259 14 Q
Willzamsburg Teeh. Voc. & Adult
"Education Center 144 ‘ 12 9
York Tech. {oll. 214 14 0
Private Junior Colilnges
Anderson College 216 12 0
Clinton Junior Colizge NR NR : NR
Friendship Junior College NR NR . NR
. North Craemville College © 288 12 1
Spartanburg Methodist College 167 11 ‘ 1

 Average number of serial titles - 280
Average number of newspaper titles - 14
NR - Not Reported
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Number of Volumes Per Full-Time Equivalent Student in

Aiken Technical Education
Center

Anderson College

‘Beaufort-USC Regional Cémpus

-Beaufort Technical Education
Center

Chesterfield-Marlboro
Technical College

Clinton Junior College

Denmark Technical Education
Center

Floreuce-Darlington Technical
College
" Friendship Junior College

Srgenville Technical College
Horsy-Ge..rgetown Technical
Cellege

Lancaster~USC Regional Campus

Midlands Techrical College —-
Beltline Ca:t

‘Midlands Technical College —-
Airport Campus

North Greenville College

Orangeburg-Calhoun Technical
College

Pieduwont Technical College

Salkehatchie - USC Regional
~ampus

Spartanburg Methodist College
Spartanburg Technical College

Sumter Area Technical College
Sumter - USC Regional Campus

Tri-County Technical College

Trident Technical College --
North Campus
Trident Technical College, -="

Palmer Campus
Union ~ USC Regional Campus

Williamsburg Technical, Voca-
tional & Adult Educ. Center

York Technical College

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Two-Year Institutions, 1975
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are not unusual with regard to their size or depth, but these collections
do provide necessary and adequate support for specialized programs within
the institution, e.g., in textiles and management.

The AAJC-ACRL standards.tontéin the warping that, "Although the diver -
sity among the institutional patterns makes the establishment of generally
applicable guidelines difficult, all two—yéar institutions need qualitative
recommendations based on professional expertise and successful practices
in leading institutions which can be used for self-evaluation and projective
planning."17 Clark and Hirschman also point out that in order to determine
the degree to which 1ibraries meet the standards that the new standards ‘need
to be translated into measurable criteria and quantitative ayerages for groups
of institutions.“18 Measurable criteria which can be used for comparative
purpuses have been reported for Ohio,19 California,20 Illinois,21 and Washington.

The Illinois standards for two-year institutions call for a basic col-
lection of 30,000 volumes. Only three South Carolina libraries meet or exceed
this standard. The 1973 Ohio sur-wey revealed that the ave;age‘collection in
that State was 27,382 volumes. Again, only three South Carolina two-year
libraries exceed this average, and, }or comparison, the 1975 average South
Carolina collection was 18,070 volumes.

On the average, the Ohio two-year libraries added 3,336 volumes in 1973.
In 1975, the South Catolina two-year libraries added an average of 1,778
‘volumes. ‘The range of annual additious for Ohio was from 1,000 to 9,315
" and the corresponding Soutk Carolina range was from 208 to 4,046. Twenty
of the South Carolina two-year 1ibraries fall below the corresponding average
in Ohio of 24 volumes per FTE student.

The Illinois standards specify a minimum basic number of 300 serial
titles in each library. The California standards call for a basic minimum
of 300 titles plus an additional 1.3 titles for each FTE faculty member and
an additional four titles for each subject field in the curriculum. The Ohio
survey indicated that each library averaged 520 serial titles. Nine of the
South Carolina litraries meet or exceed the Illinois and.California standards.
Only one South Carolina library exceeds the Ohio average of 520 titles. The
Ohio average of 11.5 newspapar titles is exceeaed by the South Carolina aver—:
age of 14, and 18 Sc ath Carolina libraries exceed the Ohio average, with only

seven reporting South Carolina libraries falling below the Ohio average.

2
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There are strong basic collections at Florence~Darlington Technical
Education Center, Greenville Technical College, Midlands (Beltline) Technical
College, USC regional campuses at Lancaster and at Sumter, and at North
Greenville College. An analysis of the survey tabulations and the on-site
evaluations of the survey team discloses weaknesses, however, in many refer-
ence ccllections. For example, the Airport campus of Midiands Technical
College offers programs in horticulture technology and turf maintenance,
but the library has only eight books under the "Horticulture" heading in
tha catalog.

The serial collections are weak in many institutions. Sixteen of the

- reporting libraries fail to meet the basic test of 300 titles and half Ffail

to meet the South Carolina average. 1In addition to the shortage of basic
titles, there is a concomitant deficiency of retrospective back files of
serials. For example, the.Palmer campus of Trident Technical College keeps

back issues of periodicals for only two years and there is no binding of serials.

Basic Reference and Serial Collections

The quality of collections is difficult to measure, but there are a

.number of standard lists that are recognized as good measuring devices.

Each institution was asked to compare its holdings with the titles in the

Reader's Guide to Periodical Literature, the Choice Opening Day Collection,

and the American Library Association Reference Books for Small and Medium

Sized Libraries. The technical education institutions were asked to also

chesk the titles in Applied Science and Technology Index, Mapp's Books for

Occupationa® Education Programs, and Pirie's Books for Junior College Libraries.
The six tecnhnical institutions offering programs leading to the Associate in
Arts or Associate in Science degrees, private junior colleges and the Univer-
sity of South barolina regional campuses;were asked to check ‘Farber's Classi-

fied List of Periodicals for the College Library and the Pirie .list.

The Choice Opening Dayv Collection ic a recognized list of basic refer-

ence books that should be available in every college library the day it opens.

It has also been proposed that a reasonable standard for two-year academic

. . . . . . . . . 2
litraries is the inclusion of most of the titles indexed in Reader's Guide. 3

Of the 23 reporting libraries only seven held 50 percent or more of the

155 basic periodical titles indexed in Reader's Guide. No library held as

many as 75 percent of the titles. The percentage of titles held by any one
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:ranged from 16 rercent to 71 percent.
Eleven libraries failed to report checking the Choice list and, of the
17 reporting, only two held 50 percent or more of the titles; one library
did report a strong 76 percent of the Choice titles. Most, however, reported

collections with approximately one-fourth of the Choice Opening Day Collection.

Again, only 17 libraries reported checking holdings for the 770 titles in

Reference Books for Small and Medium Sized Libraries. Of these not one held as

many as 50 percent and most averaged 23 to 30 percent.

Fifteen libraries reported holdings listed in Pirie's Books for Junior

College Libraries, which includes 19,651 titles. The results by institution

ranged from 98 to 7,063 titles with the highest being 36 percent. Of the 15
reporting, only two libraries held more than 25 percent of the titles in Pirie.

Ten of the 18 technical institutions reported periodical titles indexed™

in Applied Science and Technology Index. No library held as many as 25 percent
of the 227 titles.
Half of the technical institutions reported titles held in Mapp's Books

for Occupational Education Programs. Of these, one exceeded 25 percent, with

a range from one rercent to 26 parcent.
Eighteen institutions offer tradivional college lower-division programs.
In Table XXXV are detail:d their holdings of titles in Farber's Classified

List of Periodicals forrtne College Library. Only half mad2 this comparison.

Of these, ﬂo library held as many as 25 percent of the 1,048 titles. The
range was from a low of seven percent to & high of 23 percent.
The analysis of the basic reference collections and reports from the
on-site visits shows that the provision of basic reference services is definitely
handicapped by the failure of many libraries tc provide the primary reference

marerials which are essential to the support of their instructional programs.

Fruaucial Support

Tables XXXVI-XXXVII indicate a wide variety in the patterns of support
for two-year libraries. Overall support has ric a slowly but steadily. The
1975 expenditure per FTE student ranged from $29.}3 to $208.08. The average
1975 expenditure per FTE studient was $78.38 and the median expenditurc was
$60.92 per FTE student. The $78.38 average expenditure compares with the 1974
United States average of $101.47 per student for college and university libraries.2

Seventeen institutions fall below the South Carolina $78.38 average. Some cf
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‘ Table XKKIII .
Reference and Periodical Titles Keld by Tvo-Year Institutione, 1975

Reader's Gulde % of Header's Choice'biﬁen‘ing % Chodce  Referance Books f Reference Pirfe Mtles ¢ Pirie

Titles Held Cuide Titles 'Day Ttles ~ Titles  for Small and  Books Ticles  Held Titles
s Held Held Held Medium Sized Reld Held
R ‘ Libraries ‘

Titles Held

- USC Reglonal Camr 308 | |
USC-Beaviort o 009 51 R - m .

| 5%

USCslancaster ‘ 8 55 5N Y] 1% . 2 4,625 4
USC-Salkahatchie o 85 m MR - MR -
-~ USC-Sunter 109 10 L35 % S % 7,063 %
USC-Union o ‘ 68 45 o 43 W - R -
. Technical Educatdon Centars
& Colleges ‘ .
Alken Tech. Ed. Cat. MR C e R - MR - MR
Beaufort Tech, Ed, Cat, IR Sy m T m n W -
- Chesterfield-Marlbora Tach. Coll, 4 LN 2 149 ) R -
Denmark Tech, Ed, Cent, 0 n R - wo - 1,030 5
- Florence-Darlington Tech, Coll. - b s 5 ' 2 MR -
Greeaville Tech. Coll, I T W - R - 5,143 2
Horry-Georgetown Tech, Coll, S5 ) MR - o Bh 37 MR -
Midlands Technical College : ‘ ‘ ' .
Beltline Campus 7 Y 01 3 b - A1 4,406 2
Arport Campus . ‘ 60 Ll NR - 181 % NR -
Orangeburg-Calhoun Tech. Coll, % ‘ 16 490 Vil a 16 842 4
‘Pledmont Tech, Coll. ' 62 40 MR - MR - 3 -
Spartanburg Tech, Coll. | 54 3 522 29 8 30 1,616 8
- Sumter Area Tech, Coll, 40 -2 112 b R - 736
Tri-County Tech. Coll. 0 65 448 2 o 28 2,205 11
Trident Technical College , ‘
North Campus o 78 ‘ 49 S0 2 199 26 1,976 10
Palmer Campus : ) 3 4l4 A 20 a 760 b
W1liamgburg Tech, Voc. § Aule 2 2 MR - 150 19 B ]
Education Center ‘ : :
York Tech. Coll. 58 3 a 3 - % 1,558 §
Private Junior Colleges ‘
Anderson College | 67 43 730 . 242 ! 3,526 B
Clinton Junfor College - MR - M - W - MR -
Friendship Junior College N - R - R - NR -
North Greenville College i 30 489 a 3 1 4,08 U
Spartanburg Hethodist College S 48 M - MR - NR -

MR- Not Reported James W. Pirfe, Books for Juniar College Libraries,
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o Table YXXIV |
Basic Technical Titles Held By Technical Education Institutions, 1975

Applied Science  Percentage of Applied Mapp Titles Percentage of
& Technology Index Science & Technology  Held (9,000)  Mapp Titles Held
Titles Held (227) Titles Held |

--Z .

Adken Tech. Ed. Cat, S -f MR
- Beaufort Tech. Ed. Cnt. R | - MR --
- (Chesterfield-Narlboro Tech. Coll. 15 7 MR --
Denmark Tech. Ed. Cat. R - MR -
‘Florence-Darlington Tech. Coll, 49 2 NR .
Greenville Tech. Coll. R - MR -
Horry-Ceorgetown Tech, Coll, MR | - MR -
Midlands Technical College |
- Beltline Campus i1 18 1,684 apt
- Alrport Canpus R - 9 3
~ Orangeburg-Calhoun Tech. Coll. 28 n 2,368 26
. Piedmont Tech, Coll. D U 7 R -
. Spartanburg Tech, Coll. o 9 17 ” L1 2%
~ Sunter Area Tech. Coll. | MR - 1,2 | 14
- Tri-County Tech. Coll. o n o L% 18
Trident Technical College | \ | |
~ North Campus 3 n | R -
~ Palmer Campus - R - | 9 1
* W114amsburg Tech. Voc. & Adult Ed. Cat, 8 ' 115 1
5

York Tech. Coll, BT R B Ay

" dvard Mapp, Books for Occupational Education?rograms, Bowker, 1971,

MR - Not Reported.
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Table XXXV

Tities in Periodicals1 Held by Two-Year Institutions Offering
College Transfer Programs, 1975

Farber Titles Percentage Farber
Held (1,048) Titles Held
USC Regional Campuses
USC-Beaufort ' NR —Z
i USC~Lancaster 238 23
USC-Salkehatchie ' . NR ‘ —
USC-Sumter 231 ‘ 22
USC-Union NR —
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Coll. NR -
Greenville Tech. Coll. : - 200 19
‘Midlands Technical College ’ ;
Beltline Campus ‘ NR - -
‘ Airport Campus ‘ NR . -
Tri-County Tech. Coll. 78 7
'Trident Technical College
North Campus ’ ‘ 153 15
Palmer Campus 150 14
York Tech. Coll. 86 ‘ 8
Private Junior Colleges g
Anderson College 100 10
Clinton Junior College NR ' -
Friendship Junior College NR -
North Greenwville College . 123 12
Spartanburg Methodist College - NR -

lEvan"Farber, Clagsified List of Periodicals for the College Library, 5th ed.,
Faxon, 1972. ‘
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the above-average expenditures reflect relatively low enrollments at some
private junior colleges and at the University of South Carolina régional
cambuses. '

Like total expenditures, the anmual expenditures for books, periodicals, A
media, and binding has risen slowly but steadily. In 1975 expenditure per FTE
student for materials ranged from $7.56 to.$89;41. The average expenditure
per student for library materials was $32.47 and the median expenditure was
$24.55 per student. Sixteen institutions fall below the South Carolina aver-
age of $32.47 per student.

Although comparable information is not available for the technical
institutions and private junior colleges, the University of South Carolina
regional campuses spent two percent of their educational and general funds
for libraries in 1974.25 This compares with the 1974 national average of

4.7 percent for all colleges and universitie326 and the five percent minimum

formerly recommended by ACRL standards.

Staff

Quality and size of staff form a majer criterion in assessing the
strength of library services. Information gathered during the on-site visits
indicated extensive turnover in professional staff. Nearly half of the librar-
ies are staffed by .nly one professional. In addition, many libraries have
insufficient clerical help. For examplé, five libraries have no clerical staff
and two libraries operate &ith less than one FTE clerical position.

The average professional staff member in South Carolina two-year libraries
serves 448 students. In thirteen the ratio of students to staff is larger than
this average figure. Canadian acadeniic librarians have adopted a ratio of one
professional staff member for each 300 students.27 Eighteen libraries in the
State fail to meet this suggested ratio. The 1960 ACRL standards called for
two professionals and two clérks for a two-year library with a collection of
20,000 volumes serving 500 students. By these standards 23 libraries are
ﬁarkedly understaffed in one or both areas. . The staffing formula adopted by
two-year institutions in the State of Washington réquires‘a minimum of three
professionals, with one additional professional staff member to be added for
each 500 students beyond the initial 500. It further establishes a ratio of
one professional to each two clerical positions. No South Carolina two-year

library meets this standard. .
1090
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Table XXXVI

Total Annual Library Expenditures By Two-Year Institutions

1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 Average .
Expenditures
Per FTE
Students,
1974-75
USC Regional Campuses
USC-Beaufort $ NR $ R $ NR $ NR $ 38,616 $150.26
USC-Lancaster NR 45,509 44,134 37,849 45,849 88,85
USC~Salkahatchie 15,914 21,376 27,379 42,707 48,690 208.08
USC-Sumter - 36,528 37,405 37,228 53,083 65,642  150.21
USC~Union 13,173 14,933 19,317 33,318 29,810 116.90
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges
Aiken Tech. Ed. Cnt. NA NA 27,850 32,955 32,385  68.76
Beaufort Tech. Ed. Cnt. -0- -0~ 8,520 48,345 60,494 125,51
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Coll. NR 29,963 31,806 34,352 49,191 _84.38
Denmark Tech. Ed. Cent. ° NR NR NR -0~ 34,278 49.90
Florence-Darlington Tech.. Coll. 20,095 40,812 34,200 38,308 57,563 37.97
Greenville Tech. Coll. 63,138 85,500 91,539 115,286 137,932 35.13
Horry-Georgetown Tech. Coll. 35,154 43,769 37,903 52,438 52,840 76.36
Midlands Technical College ‘ : ‘ '
Beltline Campus 46,960 50,394 84,146 73,320 80,842 40.38
Alrport Campus NA NA NA NA 60,069 45.00
VOrangeburg—Calhoun Tech. Coll. 41,119 57,590 68,471 78,073 120,466 101.15
Piedmont Tech. Coll. ‘ 34,660 32,896 42,498 54,190 50,690 - 41.21
Spartanburg Tech. Coll. 43,083 50,154 39,151 49,152 55,802 51.60
Sumter Area Tech. Coll. 33,783 29,683 34,104 35,307 49,653 60.92
. Tri-County Tech. Coll. 25,900 31,302 29,226 41,254 56,138 29.13
' Trident Technical College .
North Campus 48,876 53,260 56,081 73,337 131,711 53.02

Palmer Campus 23,745 20,259 25,862 35,700 50,456 57.86
Williamsburg Tech. Voc. & Adult : )

Education Center 5,259 16,138 26,701 21,938 45,856 137,71
York Tech. Coll. 56,974 27,736 50,485 73,798 52,186 54,08
Private Junior Colleges
Anderson College 37,076 35,309 37,701 45,414 55,911 46,71
Clinton Junior College NR MR NR NR 12,250 80.59
- Friendship Junior College NR NR NR NR 26,802 91.47
" North Creenville College 41,587 40,525 39,939 42,929 . 47,715  77.84
~-Spartanburg-Methodist College - 36,467 23,493 "~ 25,355 33,351 37,977 33.70
: Average 1975 Expenditure Per FTE Student S 78,38
Median 1975 Expanditure Per FTE Student 60.92
NR - Not Repoxted
- NA - Not Available
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Table XXXVII

Annual Expenditures for Books, Periodicals Media, and Binding
By Two-Year Institutlons

Average Ex-
1974-75 penditure

1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74
. per FTE |
Students,
1974-75
USC Regional Campuses
USC-Beaufort ‘ $ NR $ NR $ NR $ NR $15,734 $61.22
'USC-Lancaster ~NR 24,993 17,950 17,704 19,475 "37.74
USC-Salkahatchie 6,856 9,732 12,596 26,060 20,923 89.41
USC-Sumter 10,199 . 11,847 10,192 18,483 22,712 51.97
USC-Union 6,911 6,597 6,045 20,009 15,034 58.96
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges
Aiken Tech. Ed. Cnt. NA NA 21,010 13,159 23,000 4883
Beaufort Tech. Ed. Cnt. NA NA 8,520 17,096 20,364 42.25
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Coll. 30,082 21,005 18,915 20,452 21,137 36.26
Denmark Tech. Ed. Cent. NR NR NR NR 24,538 35.72
Florence-Darlington Tech. Coll. NR NR 6,619 6,672 21,077 13.90
Greenville Tech. Coll. 27,579 43,622 50,265 29,155 29,683 7.56
Horry-Georgetown Tech. Coll. 25,109 28,544 19,054 27,853 26,335 38.06

Midlands Technical College

Beltline Czmpus 13,419° 9,972 39,502 20,916 21,931  10.95

Airport Campus NA NA ‘NA . NA 21,037 15.76
Orangeburg~Calhoun Tech. Coll. 16,347 31,184 35,975 . 27,854 29,235 24.55
Piedmont Tech. Coll. . 26,666 21,243 26,041 17,040 14,520 11.80
Spartanburg Tech. Coll. 24,515 29,072 15,138 25,000 31,329 27.03
Sumter Area Tech. Cgqll. NR 16,379 16,850 16,704 16,197 19.87
Tri~County Tech. Coll. 14,210 26,916 12,722 22,369 18,495 9.60
Trident Technical College .

North Campus 24,988 26,850 27,924 30,100 39,101 15.74

Palmer Campus 12,831 14,010 18,345 15,281 28,438 32.61

Williamsburg Tech. Voc. & Adult

Education Center -0- 7,638 16,747 13,887 15,676 47.08
York Tech. Coll. 45,505 16,517 21,632 20,798 24,462 25.35
Private Junior Colleges

Anderson College 11,862 8,423 10,338 15,572 22,182 18.43

Clinton Junior College NR NR NR NR 1,250’ 8.22

~ Friendship Junior College NR NR NR NR 7,661 26.15
--North -Greenville College - - - 10,832 ..11,052 .. 12,189 14,448 13,671 22.30 ...

Spartanburg Methodist College 8,072 5,480 6,513 13,904 14,873 ' 13.20

‘ Average Expenditure Per FTE Student $32.47

Median Expenditure Per FTE Student 24,55

NR - Not Reported 102

NA - Not Available
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Most of the librarians interviewed by the surVey-team called éttention to
‘thé high quality of staff effort in assessing the strengths of their own li-
braries. The evaluation of the survey team members supports this conclusion.
The trend of high turnover in professional staff appears to have been arrested
and the present staff members are performing Herculean tasks under advetse
conditions, especially in view of the general lack of clerical and other assis-~
tants. Many librarians are also assigned teaching or administrative duties
outside the library, in some cases where by reasonable standards the library
is already understaffed. One librarian, who has no professional or clerical
assistance, also teaches remedial English. Ancther librarian serves as a
counselor and Dean of Students. Sefvices, the processing of materisls, and
morale suffer as a result of such widespread understaffing.

Additional staff development funds for professional conferences, workshops,

travel, and educational leave are also needed in mest libraries.

Use of the Libraries

Although the inability of librarians at a number of institutions to pro-
vide circulation records hinders a complete evaluation, there is a pattern of
heavy use of the materials. The ratio between general circulation and reserve
items is good. There have been a number of items in library literature indi-
cating that two-year libraries have tended to be very narrowly textbook-reserve
material-oriented. This was noc a problem in the South Carolina libraries.

Only one institution was heavily involved in borrowing and lending items
through inter-library loans. Librarians at the USC regional campuses indicated
dissatisfaction and confusion with the current procedures for inter-library
loans with the Uni?ersiﬁy of South Carolina main campus.

Of the 27‘reportidg libraries, all are open at least 60 hours, five days
per week. Three libraries are open seven days per week. The average is five
and one-half days of service per week. On the average, these libraries are
open 65 hours a week, ranging from 60 to 78 hours; 15 provide no weekend service.

Borrowing policies are very liberal, with students, faculty, staff, and
community patrons having easy access to materials. Those librarians interviewed
by the survey team expressed satisfaction with these liberal borrowing policies
and identified this approach as a deFinite strength and asset. This is a re-
""flection of flexxblllty, freedom and innovation. This is also one aspect of

the two-year institutions' goal of meeting the educational, social, and cul-
89
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Table XXXVIII

Ratio of Enrollment t» Professional Library Staff,
o . Two-Year Institutions, 1975

Full-Time Equivalent FTE Professional Number of Students

Enrollment Library Staff Per Professional
(Degree Credit), ‘ Staff Member .
'USC Regional Campuses
USC-Beaufort - 257 1.0 257
USC-Lancaster 516 1.0 516
USC-Salkahatchie 234 1.0 - 234
USC~Sumter 437 1.0 437
USC-Union _ i 255 1.0 255
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges
Ailken Tech. Ed. Cnt. 471 2.8 168
Beaufort Tech. Ed. Cnt. 482 2.5 193
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Coll. 583 2.5 233
Denmark Tech. Ed. Cent. 687 1.0 687
Florence-Darlington Tech. Coll. 1,516 2.8 541
Greenville Tech. Coll. 3,926 5.5 714
Horry-Georgetown Tech. Coll. 692 2.0 346
Midlands Technical College
Beltline Campus 2,002 5.0 400
rport Campus : 1,335 1.0 1,335
‘Orangeburg-Calhoun Tech. Coll. 1,191 3.5 340
" Piedmont Tech. Coll. 1,230 1.7 724
Spartanburg Tech. Coll. ‘ 1,159 1.0 1,159
Sumter Area Tech. Coll. 815 1.0 815
Tri-County Tech. Coll. 1,927 2.6 741
Trident Technical College
North Campus 2,484 4.0 621
~ Palmer Campus ‘ 872 2.0 436
Williamsburg Tech. Voc. & Aduit
Education Center 333 4.0 83
York Tech. Coll. : 965 5.0 193
Private Junior Colleges
Anderson College 1,197 2.0 599
Clinton Junior College 152 1.0 152
Friendship Junior College 293 2.0 147
North Greenville College 613 1.0 613
-~ Spartanburg Methodist College- - 1,127 1.0 1,127

Average number of students per professional staff member state-wide = 448
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Table YUIN -

Ratlo of Clerical to Professional Stéff, and Hours of Student Assistance,

in Mvo-Year Institutions, 1975
FIE *FIE Ratio of Clerical ~ Hours of Srudent
Clerical Professional to Professional Assistance
Staff - taff _ Stafft
USC Regiona] Campuses
USC-Beaufort 0.5 Lo 0.5 M
USC-Lancaster B 1.0 1.0 Lo M
USC-Salkahatchie ‘ 0.0 10 0.0 NR
USC-Sumter ; 30 N S0 M
USC-Unfon \ 0.5 L0 S \ R
Technical Pducation Centers
& Colleges , |
Alken Tech. Bd. Cot, 0. 2.8 ‘ or 800
Beaufort Tech, Ed. Cat, 0 LS ' 0,8 198
Cheste.field-Marlboro Jech, Coll, 0.0 2.5 0.0 500
‘o Denmark Tech, Ed, Cest, 00 L0 | R
™ Florence-Darlington Tech, Coll, 6.0 2.8 ‘ a1 3,826
Greenville Tech. Coll, - 50 55 09 Luo
- Horry-Georgetown Tech, Coll, 1.0 2.0 05 | MR
Kidlands Teshnical Collage ‘ ‘
Beltline Campus 6.0 5.0 0.8 S
Mrport Campus . 00 Lo 0.0 k
Orengeburg-Calhoun Tech. Coll, 4.0 3.5 L1 6,45
Pledwont Tech, Coll. L4 L 08 2,160
Spartanburg Tech. Coll, 2.0 1.0 2.0 NR
Sumter Area Tech, Coll, 1.5 C LD LS 3,120
Tri-County Tech. Coll. 30 2.6 L2 NR
Trident Technical College ' | h
- North Campug . 50 b0 - ‘ 1.3 | 5,000
- Paluer Cazpug L0 L0 0 9,360
Williangburg Tech. Voc. & Adult | ‘ |
Education Center L= 40 0.4 . MR
York Terh. Coll. 1.0 5.0 0.2 - 4,09
Private Junior Collages °
Anderson College 2.0 5.0 ‘ 1.0 ‘ 1,667
Clinton Junior College 2.0 L 2.0 iR
Friendship Junior College - 0.0 - Ly 0.0 ‘ 3
North Greenville College A 1.0 | 3.0 S
Spartanburg Methodist College . . 1.5 - L0 L5 5,52
* This colum 15 computed cn the first tyo colums exclusive of the full-tine ,
| equivalent of student assistance in the last colum, ]-()(;
‘_‘ ln-; # Total of 5,496 hours reported for both Midlands campuses ‘ ‘
: Q §R - Not Reported : o




tural needs of the total community.

Physical Facilities

The age, condition, and capacity of the library buildings‘ére variéd.
Twelve buildings are ﬁear or past practical and theoretical capacity for
books. Metcalf, a leading library building consultant, wiSeiy-pointed out
that "No definite formula can he proposed to‘determine the percentage of
undergraduates whom the library should be prepared to seat at one time."28‘
The 1972 AACJC-ACRL standards reinforce this statement, and further warn that
"flexibility and expansion are certain if adequaté support and comprehensivé-
‘services are pr:ovided."“z9 Generally-accepted standards recommend that seating
be provided for Zd to 40 percent of enrollment. In South Carolina, only six
libraries provide seating for 20 percent or more of their enrdllment. South

Carolina two-year libraries, on the average, provide seating for 14.6 perceht

of enrollment, and half of them fall below this average.

Library Cooperation

Only four librariers résponded affirmatively to the survey questipns con-
cerning cooperative projects. There is evidence of more informal cooperation
among types of libraries. Two consortia were identified--the Waccamaw Regional
Library Association and the Charleston Consortium. The former htas no consti- |
tution, by-laws, or written objectives. Thellatter is an active group cur-
rently studying carrier service, a computerized circulation system, and other
joint projects (see Chapter III). The members plan a joint library handbook,
and have already identified areas of subject.specialization in collectiza
building.” Both groups include two-year and four-year institutions. A union
list of serials is being compiled of holdings at USC regional campuses by the
librarians at USC-Spartanburg. '

An obvious starting place for cooperative projects is between libraries
of branch campuses of the same institutions. Librarians at Midlands-Beltline
and Midlands;Airport, and at Trident-North and Trident-Palmer pointed out thié

need.

Growing enrollments are increasing the staffing problem, and many librarians

at technical institutions recommended that centralized processing would permit = = .

better use of existing funds and staff at the local level. Centralized pro-

92 . . ——
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" Table XL

Seating and Shelving Cabacity in Two-Year Institutions, 1975

Seating FIE - Percentage that Linear Feet Volumes Maximum
Capacity = Enrollment’ Can Be Seated of Shelving - Held Capacity
: Capacity .
USC Regional Campuges
USC-Beaufort 20 257 8 3,100 20,877 21,700
USC-Lancaster 150 516 29 7,000 28,731 49,000
USC-Salkahatchie 48 234 21 2,548 20,845 17,836
USC~Sumter 125 437 29 4,410 32,147 30,870
USC~1nion 54 255 21 3,033 ... 20,502 21,231
Technical Education Centers
& Colleges
Alken Tech, Ed. Cnt. 60 41 13 1,300 3,856 9,100
Beaufort Tech, Ed. Cat. 178 482 27 828 3,761 5,796
Chesterfield-Marlboro Tech. Coll, 41 583 8 3,000 12,165 21,000
Denmark Tech. Ed, Cent. 120 . 687 17 3,500 10,136 24,500
Florence-Darlington Tech. Coll. 105 1,516 7 4,000 24,285 13,000
Greenville Tech. Coll. 400 3,926 10 10,409 34,681 72,863
Horry-Georgetown Tech. Coll. 106 692 15 2,310 13,559 16,170
Hidlands Technical College ‘
. Beltline Campus 120 2,002 6 4,751 24,151 33.257
Airport Campus . 50 1,335 4 2,040 16,703 14,280
Orangeburg-Calhoun Tech. Coll. 201 1,191 17 7,518 18,445 53,046
Piedmont Tech., Coll. 125 1,230 ‘ 10 5,368 13,041 37,576
Spartanburg Tech. Coll. 150 1,159 13 3,571 15,464 24,997
Sumter Area Tech. Coll. 125 815 15 1.872 110,271 13,1010
Tri~-County Tech. Coll. 90 1,927 5 NR 17,476 NR
Trident Technical College L
North Campus 225 2,484 9 3,132 22,949 21,924
Palzer Campus 65 872 . -1 1,590 15,794 11,130
Williamsburg Tech. Voec. & Adult ‘
Education Center 45 333 14 1,266 . 4,420 8,862
York Tech. Coll, 140 965 15 2,925 13,550 20,475
Private Junior Collages ;
Anderzon Collega 176 1,197 15 4,415 20,014 30,905
Clintor Junior College NR 152 NK NR NR NR
Friendship Junior College 42 293 14 2,257 10,170, 15,799
North Greenville Collese 180 613 29 7,272 30,628 50.9010
Spartanburg Methodist College 170 1,127 15 4,551 25,275 31,857

Average Number of FTE Students per Seat - §.2
lBased on Wheeler and Githens' Formula of 125 Volumes Per Single~Faced Section for Average Working Capacity

NR - Not Reported ' : : 109
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cessing isg curfently available to the USC regional campuses.

Consultants havekrecently proposed‘fofmal cooperétive library projects

in three different geographic areas within the State. 1In 1972, a team of

' four consultants, headed by Kenneth E. Toombs, evaluated the Friendship Junior

Cdllege and Ciinton Junior College-libraries.30 This group recommended that
the two schools, located three miles apart in Rock Hill, "jointly build and
operate a library.“31 A study of "joint-use library and other possible areas
of cooperation"32 amdng the Beaufort public library, the Beaufort Technical
Edu;ation Center, and the USC-Beaufort libraries recommended "...the construction
of a new central library to serve the students and faculty‘of the University
of South Carolina Regional Campus and Beaufort Technical Education Center as
well as the general public. This facility would be jointly owned and operated
and probably should contain no fewer than 30,000 squaré feet. C(Clearly, fhis
is an era when the dollars appropriated for library services should achieve
much more effect, and professional librarians are generally agreed that thi;

w33

can be done through cooperative projects. Edward G. Holley, consultant for

study in Sumter, reported: "“If ever two institutions could benefit from a

joiﬁt library center, certainly the Sumter Area Technical College and the
University of South Carolina at Sumter could. They exist on adjacent campuses,
they have many coﬁplemehtary resources, and they both have good library staffé.
There is no question that both libraries will reach the limit of their present
space within the next five years and that they will need to expand. An ideal
solution would be to combine the two libraries and their staffs and, therefore,
to have more resources than would be possible with two separate libraries.“34
Although all three proposals would increase library resources, facilities,
and services for all constituencies, no formal action has been taken in response

to these recommendations.

Summary ‘

South Carclina's two-year postsecondary librarians face a diversified and
growing task. Immediate goals should be to build strong basic collections to

support curricula offerings, to increase serial subscriptions, and to build

| up retrospective serial holdings.

The need for better bibliographical control is obvious. Many of the
librarians expressed satisfaction that this survey forced them to check basic

resources, but others are so understaffed that this basic task still has not
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4been‘done.“

Professional and supportive staff should be provided for adequate service.

A number of library facilities need expansion or replacement.

In ‘order to maximize resources, all practical cooperative efforts should
be carefully studied. The proposals which have already been made for oberation
of joint libraries serving two or more institutions, or the general public, at
Rock Hill, Beaufort, and Sumter are.not radical or foreign.

Centralized processing would help alleviate severe personnel shortages..

A union catalog of serials for all two-year libraries and a union catalog -
of monographs for technical education would promote bibliographical control

and aid inter-library loan.
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CHAPTER V

HEALTH SCIENCE LIBRARIZS*

Introduction

With the passage of the Medical Library Assistance Act of 1965, health
sciences libraries in the Uniﬁed States have undergone significant growth in
collections, facilities, and staffs. Equally as important have been the
changes occasioned by the establishment of the Regional Medical Library
Program (RMLP) as a provision of this Act. At the head of the RMLP is the
National Library of Medicine (NLM) as the major national resource. For ad?
ministrative purposes of the 1965 Act, the nation is divided into eleven
regions, with each region having a designated regional library which provides .
interlibrary loan, reference, consultation,»and other services to those
libraries within the states makiﬁg up the region. The health sciences 1li-
braries in South Carolina are a part of the Southeastern Regional Medical
Library Program. This nationwide network of health sciences libraries,‘with
the NLM at the apex and w%%h the libraries within eéch“region working tdgether
to improve service to institutions and to individuals, provides the individual
health sciences practitioner with a significantly greater opportunity of having
his particular needs met.

The nature of the health sciences library collections and the demands put
upon these collections make it reasonable to consider South Carolina health
sciences libraries separately from the other academic libraries, although they »
constitute an important part of the academic library community and indeed are
involved with general academic programs to a large degree.

There are two State-supportéd libraries in Seuth Carolima associated with
educational programs in the health pfofessions. The Medical University of
South Carolina, in Charigston, organized in 1824, is a well-established insti-
tution, which has undefgone a decade of tremendous growth. The newly-established

”School of Medicine at the University of South Carolina in Columbia will enroll '
‘its first class in the fall semester, 1977. The libraries of these two insti-

* By Fred W. Roper



tutions and the services they offer are treated in this sectibn-af‘the report.

General survey questionnaires were sent to the two institutions, with one‘

| change in the information requested: in Item 12, two lists suitable for 1i-

braries in the health scienees were substituted for the information‘requested
from the other types of libraries. All other information requested was stan- ‘
dard. Visits were made to both institutions including intervieWS with staff
members and tours of facilities.

The two health sciences libraries present quite a contrast, with one
that has been serving the State for many years and one that will begin to effer
public service in the fall of 1976. As a result this report canmot dwell on
comparisons between these two libraries; indeed, the questionnaire results for
the USC Medical iibrary are not particularly useful for the purposes of this
survey. Thus the situation as it currently exists will be given‘with the re-
minder that the USC Medical Library is developing rapidly and will soon be
able to assist MUSC in its service to libraries in other health-related insti-
tutions in South Carolina. Comparisons will be drawn between MUSC and neigh-

boring health sciences libraries in the Southeast.

Development of MUSC Library in The Past Decade

It is important to take note of the rapid growth and development enjoyed
by MUSC in the past decade. Central to this growth has been the availability
Federal funds, including funds for the library from the Medicaleibrary Assis-
tance Act. In the following tables, comparative statistics are presented for
1964-65 and 1976 75 (where available) for the MUSC Library. (Data for 1964-65
were obtained from the Medical Library Association's survey of schools in the
health sciences; data for 1974-75 were obtained from the survey questionnaire
and from the HEGIS report submitted by MUSC.)

Collection growth is illustrated in the following table:

Collection Growth in the MUSC Library

" Number of Total Number Number of
volumes of volumes serial
added titles

1964-65 . 1,245 38,281 “ 717

1974-75 6,706 102,826 | 2,281

116

100




Both the total number of volumes in the collection and the number of current}
serial titles have tripled in the past decade.

The MUSC Library was asked to determine how many of the titles eurrently
indexed by INDEX MEDICUS are in the Library's serials collection. Of the

2,331 titles indexed in INDEX MEDICUS, the MUSC Library collection contains

1,253, or approximately 54 percent of the total. Those titles not covered
are, for the most part, foreign titles.

The other bibliography which the Library was asked td compare its holdings
against was MEDICAL REFERENCE WORKS, 1679-1966, and its supplements. Of the
3,979'pit1es in the publicatioﬁymthe MUSC Library numbers 1,201 in its collec-

- tions, or 30 percent of the total. In the course of this comparison with

MEDICAL REFERENCE'WORKS, the Library staff discovered a number of items which

were considered important for the collection, and these have been ordered.
The staff comment on the titles not held in the collection was that the vast
majority of those‘titles were items that the staff felt would be of dubious
value to a collection the size of this one. These items included older ma-
terials, foreign language items, and titles similar in scope and content to
titles presently in the collection.

Note should be made of the Library's non-print collection, the Learning
‘Resource Center. The Center was established specifically for the development,
evaluation, storage, and dissemination of self-instructional materials.1 An
‘additional floor containing 25,000 square feet is now under construction to
house the Learning Resource Center. Active use of these instructional materi-
als is made by MUSC students and faculty. In additien,‘the Library's Area
Health Education Center program makes use of these materials. '

Staff development is reflected in the following table:

Staff Meﬁbers on the Professional and Non-Professional Staffs,

MUSC Library

Total Staff Number of Number of Number of
Professional Non-Professional Hours of
Staff Staff Student Aid
196465 4.5 2.0 2.5 1,212
1974-75 31.1 10.6 , 20.5 5,000 (Est.)

Staff increases have been even more dramatic than collection growth in the past
decade. The professional staff has increased five times and the non-professional
staff eight times. Keeping pace with the full-time staff has been the increase
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in the number of student assistant hours. Although the professional staff

has‘gfown considerably, it has been marked by a great degree of stability

with a low rate of change. This is evident in the planning and the programs

that the Library has been able to carry out.
 Ah increased salary budget has kept pace with the staff increases as

shown in the following table:

Salary Budgets, MUSC Library

Professional Non—Professional Total Wages to Students
» Salaries ' Salaries Salaries and Hourly Assistants
1964-65 $ 11,970 . $ 8,610 $ 20,580 § 661
1974-75 101,689 | 147,402 249,091 10,000 (Est.)

Not only has‘the number of staff members increased but the total salary budget
has also increased significantly.i _
The materials budget, which is shown below, reflects the increase in

total holdings:

Materials Budget, MUSC Library

Library Materials Binding . Total
1964-65 $ 14,514 $2,002 $ 16,516

1974-75 174,081 14,153 188,234

The total operating budget of the library has goné from $38,462 in

1964-65 to $564,627 in 1974-75. The growth in the MUSC library was badly

needed to enable the primary health sciences library in the State to reach
the level of academic health sciences libraries in other states of the South-
east. (A later section of this report presents a comparison of the MUSC 1li-
brary with other State-supported health sciencés libraries in the Southeast.)
It should also be kept in mind that the library must maintain materials that
are not strictly in the health sciences, and some funds for these materials
are represented in the above figures.

Six Schools within the institution are served by the MUSC library:
Allied Health, Pharmacy, Nursing,'Mediciné, Dental Medicine, and Graduate
Studies. The total number of students and faculty served has seen a major

increase in the past decade, as shown in the following table:
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Students and Faculty_Served by. the MUSC Library

Total‘Students-, ' Total Faculty
1964-65 Y] 142
1974-75 ' 2,216 713

The student body has tripled, and the number of faculty has increased‘by
‘five times. | v | ' '

The services offered by the MUSC Library have expanded with the increase
in users, staff, and budget. With the development of the Southeastern Regional,
Medical Library Program, MUSC has been designated as one of the nine resource
libraries in the region with the tasks of ' 'supporting information needs of
basic units (i.e., hospitals) located within their geographic areas, and by
:supporting and participating in network developments."‘

MEDLINE searching is provided not only for MusC personnel and students
but also for health practitioners in the State through the Library s Extension
Division. This Division is intended "to provide information to individual
health practitioners remote from medical libraries, and to provide consulting
and supportive services to community hospitals."

Closely connected with these services are those offered through’the Area
Health Education Centers which are based in community hospitals in Greenville,
Spartanburg, Columbia, and Florence. These libraries, with MUSC, presently
form a biomedical communications network for South Carolina which is intended

"to provide continuing education for health professionals, as well as to pro-
vide residency programs and clinical instruction for students."4

In addition to these health—related activities, the MUSC Library is a

at Charleston, Trident Technical College, and the College of Charleston. Faculty
and students of these institutions: are accorded‘regular loan privileges;

| The MUSC Library clearly is providing valuable State-wide services through
its computerized searches its document delivery, and through its programs to
support State-wide systems for medical education, continuing medical education

~and delivery of information to pract1tioners in rural areas.

.USC School of Medicine Library

The newly-established USC School of Medicine will admit its first class,
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| 32 sfudents, in the fall seheétérvof 1977. Until the Séhooi's'quarters are
‘;built near the Vétetan's Administratioh Hospital in Coluhbia, theﬂSchopl‘of
Medicine will occupy Petigru Hall on the main caﬁpus of USC. .The new building,
which will contain'24,000 square feet for the Library, is scheduled for com-
pletioh in early 1978. ' -

Considerable attention has been given by the Library staff fo the perio-
dicals collection and to bibliographic materials for access to the periddicais.
There are currently some 800 periodical titles dnder subscription, ahd iﬁ is
planned that the past 10 years of each of these titles will be available ih
hard copy when the Library opens. Back files and titles no longer being
published will be added gradually. | o

The primary mission of the Library will be to serve the School of Medidine.
Since the School of Medicine library is at a distance‘from the main campus,
certain materials in fields other than those directly réléted to medicine will
need to be purchased. Access to matefials for the preseht will be réstricted
to USC faculty and étaff; medical students, and local physicians. The Schools
of Nursing, Public‘Health, and Phafmacy will reméin on thé main campus of USC.

The library is a member- of Columbia Medicél Librariés, an informal associ-
ation of medical and hospital libraries, which»has‘been in existence since‘1972.
When the USC MEDLINE service becomes"dﬁerational (September, 1976), the library
will become the MEDLINE center for the Cdlumbia Medical Libraries.

With a rapidly expanding cbllection and with new staff appointments, the
USC School of Medicine library will provide an additional valuable resource
for the State which will boéh supplement and complement the MUSC‘Library.
Careful delineation of the future roles of both iﬁstitutions is necessary to
insure maximum service to the health sciences practitioners and libraries in

South Carolina.

Comparison with Other Libraries in the Southeast

One means of measuring South Carolina's situation with regard to health
sciences libraries is to compare the libraries in neighboring states with those
iﬁ South Carolina. Since statistics are not all repoktéd in the same manner
and since local situatioﬁs are not the same for all medical libraries, it is
dangerous to draw too many detailed conclusions.. Such a comparison. is useful,
howéﬁer, in gauging‘the relative development of South Caroiina health sciences
libraries. Because the USC School of Medicine Library is only one year old,
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.such comﬁatisons will be made only with the MUSC Library. (Figures based on

HEALTH SCIENCES LIBRARIES, STATE-SUPPORTED, COMPARATIVE STATISTICS, 1975-76.)

Although volume count may reflect-~both microforms and hard copy, it is

‘useful to see how State-supported Southeastern libraries rank in total volumes

(books and periodicals). These figures are presented in the table below
"~

N ) f

N ;
Library Holdings in Health Sciences Librar;ee in the Southeast.
- Total Rank . Journal Rank
Volumes Subscriptions
U. of Alabama 133,520 4 2018 5
U. of Florida - 145,000 3 2100 4
‘Medical College of Georgia 100,000 9 1500 R
U. of Kentucky 146,491 2 2163 3
Louisiana State U. 120,000 5 1640 6
U. of North Carolina 151,892 1 1248 9
Medical Univ. of S.C. 107,201 7 2315 1
U. of Tennessee | 104,054 8 2185 2
U. of Virginia 111,203 6 1500 7

Of the nine Southeastern libraries which were includeq in the survey,
MUSC ranks seventh in total voiumes and first in journal subscriptions. The
rank with regard to total volumes raises more concern when it is recognized
that the Library must support a number in interdisciplinary programs in
addition to those programs which are strictly in the health sciences. This

factor may be assumed to account for MUSC's first place rank in total journal

subscriptions. A number of titles which fall outside the health sciences must

.be held by MUSC since it, unlike some of the other institutions included, is

not associated with a parent university. MUSC must be more self-reliant than
some of the other institutions.

In the table following, the 1975-76 budget figures are shown fdr the’
same libraries. The budget figures reflect several statements which have beeh
made earlier about MUSC. The high raﬁking for the materials budget‘mAy be
explained in part by the higher number ef journals to which MUSC subscribes——‘
a necessity for an institution that has no genefal library in the same insti-

tution. The serials budget consists of $120,000.
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‘Budget Figures for Health Sciences Libraries in the Southeast

Total Rank Books and.‘ Rank Salaries Rank

SN ‘ Budget . _Journals
© U. of Alabama - $489,242 3 $168,433 3 $254,049 6
" U. of Florida - 478,220 4 . 146,055 4 291,351 4
Medical College of Georgia 410,000 6 125,000 7 240,000 8
' U. of Kentucky | 354,736 9 144,250 5 199,480 9
Louisiana State U. ' 393,817 7 124,973 8 235,119 7
U. of North Carolina 505,511 2 ' 182,891 2 297,079 _ 3
' Medical Univ. of S.C. 572,326 1 195,879 1 298,426 2
U. of Tennessee 459,386 5 140,000 6 278,723 5.
| ' 8 90,000 9 322,384 1

U. of Virginia 367,328

The  salaries budget reflects the lafge number of staff members which MUSC
has in clerical positions. The following t able shows staff members in the

various categories, with the rank of the éalaries budget.

Staff Members in Health Sciences™ibraries in the Southeast

Salary Total Rank Profession- Clerical Hourly

Budget Staff “al Staff o ;Staff FTE

‘ Rank (No.) (No.) (No.)

' U. of Alabama 6 33 3 10 20 3
U. of Florida | 4 33.1 2 | 19 7.1
Medical College of Georgia 8 30 5 8 FTE 20 FTE 2
.U. of Kentucky 9 28.7 7 14 5.7

" Louisiana State U. 7 22+ g 15 NR

- U. of North Carolina 3 29.5 6 10 17 2.5
Medical Univ. of S.C. 2 3.5 1 _ 10 21 3.5
U. of Tennessee 5 32 4 12 18 2
U. of Virginia 1 26 8 8 16 2

With the exception-of “the University of Florida and possibly the Medical
College of Georgia, MUSC employs more clerical and hourly staff than the other =
institutions. The total staff, which is the highest of the other Southeastern 7
libraries, is consistent with its high salary budget rank.
| The figures in these tables indicate that MUSC is receiving good SUPPQEE
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for its colleétions, programs, and staff in relation to‘heighborihg‘State—
supported institutions. This must be tempered, howeyer,‘with the fealization
that the Library at MUSC must be more self—sustainingrthan some of the othér |
inétitutions included. Collecﬁions need to be increased so that research in
the health sciences in South Caroiina can progress. With participation in
SERMLP, the collections of these neighbbring and other institutions are avail~-
able through inter-ilibrary loan. However, the State of South Carolina needs
larger collections in the health sciences in order that the infdrmation needs

of the State may be better met.

Recommendations

The recommendations given in this Chapter, with respect to health sciences
libraries, are summarized below: , ,
1. The continued support of both MUSC and USC is paramount to the con-
tinued availability of materials and services to the health sciences

community in South Carolina.

2. An increase in collections is needed. The materials that .are avail-
able seem adequate to basic research and teaching. However, rising
costs of journals, which are higher in medicine and the sciences,
threaten the materials budget. Library budgets for the South Cérolina
health sciences libraries should be increzsed annually to reflect these
increases and to provide additional materials to assist in the improve-
ment of medical education and research and to aid in an imprSVéd level
of health informatinn delivery for the State.

3. As collections and services increase, more persbnnelkare neéded at‘
both the professional and non-professional levels. Staff budgets
should be increased to reflect enlarged activity.

4, The nature of the health sciences libraries' needs makes it necessary
that budgetary standards for support to continue to be developed sepa-
rately from the other State-supported libraries.

S. Immediate State-wide planning is needed for the future utilization of
the new USC School of Medicine Library in the State's biomedical

communications network.
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CHAPTER VI

SOUTH CAROLINA'S PUBLIC LIBRARIES: THEIR RELATIONSHIP

TO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION* .

Public libraries in South Carolina, like their counterparts in academic
institutions, have come a long way in the past two decades. Thanks to the
stimulus of federal funds in a variety of forms from the Library Services
and Construction Act (first begun in 1956), to revenue sharing, and to CETA
(Comprehensive Employment Training Assistance), the public library financial
picture has improved considerably. Led by the South Carolina State Library,
which itself built a new 1ibrary building with federal and state funds, the
public libraries are now striving to provide comprehensive library service
for all South Carolina citizens. There are currently 35 county libraries,
two municipal libraries, and four regional libraries, all served by a total

of 120 professional librarians. Statistics taken from the latest Annual Report

of the S. C. State Library reveal the dramatic change in the public libraries-
of the State during the past two decades (see Table XLI);

At the end of FY 1974-75, the public and State libraries reported that
they had spent that Year approximately $7.2 million which included about $1.5
million from revenue sharing and $1.4 million from grants-in-aid. The State
Library disbursed $906,681 in the form of State aid, or 35 cents per capita.
Most librarians believe that sum to be far from adequate.

Before looking at the individual public libraries, especially as their
collections and services affect the local college student population in their
localities, it is important to note the strong relacionéhip'most of these
libraries have to the S. C. State Library. A state-wide network, facilitated
by a microfilm catalog of the State Library's holdings deposited in 35 public
libraries; IN-WATS ceiephone service to the State Library; and Area Reference
Resource Centers in Charleston, Greenville, and Florence, have led to coordin-

ation of library resources in the State for better service to all citizens.

* By Dr. Edward G. Holley
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Table XLI

STATISTICS OF S.C. PUBLIC LIBRARIES

- 1955-56 1974-75
Total Bookstock 1,473,132 ‘ 3,204,296
Total Circulation - 5,318,682 6,882,746
Population 2,117,027 - 2,590,516
With public
library service 1,663,552 2,584,835
Without public ‘
library service : ‘ 453,475 ‘ 5,681
Total Public Library ‘
Income - $947,361 $6,152,762

Source: S.C. State Library Annual Report, July 1, 1974-June 30, 1975.
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Moréover, through funds from Title III of the Library Services and Construc-
tion Act, the State Library has microfilmed the catalogs of the University

of South Carolina at Columbia and Clemson University so that it may more effec-
tively utilize their unique resources for the good of all. The necessity for |
relying upon these strong research collections, which together total more than
two million printed volumes and two and a half million manuscripts, can be

seen in the following table which provides an analysis of the State Library's

own collections.

Holdings of the S§.C. State Library (1975)

Books 119,570
State documents 14,996
Federal documents : 8,813
Microfilm (reels) 8,315
Microfiche 67,648

Source: §S.C. State Library, Annual Report,
July 1, 1974-June 30, 1975.

Despite these limited resources (five publi . libraries in the State have
larger collections of books), the State Library loaned 13,888 volumes during
the year and served an important role as a switching center among the Qarious
libraries. 'Moreover, the State Library has made a valiant attempt to encour-
.age stronger county library development through its Federal programs, especi-
ally the Book Collection Improvement Project,1 the new contract with USC for
film service for public and institutional libraries, its consultant service
for iibrary developments and public library construction, and its Checklist

of South Carolina State Publications. . Obviously a great deal has been accom-

plished through the creative use of balanced intergovernmental funding.
Having‘indicated these accomplishments, one should also note several
desiderata of considerable importance for future library service in South
Carolina:
1. There is no depository law for State documents, a matter of parti-
cular concern to academic libraries and to all citizens who require
access to major documents issued by their State Government. In a
state where a sense of heritage is as strong as it is in South Caro-
lina, the absenée of such a law seems unusual. At the very least

there should be automatic distribution of State documents from all

127

111



departments through the State Library to all academic libraries ‘
in four-year institutions and to the majbr‘éhgii;miigféfies'in

the State. '

There is no centralized technical processing center for public 1li-~
braries, although there is a processing center for the two-year
branches of the University of South Carolina. In 1975,‘pub1ic 1li-
braries added 231,888 volumes to their collections. Many of the
smaller libraries added fewer than 5,000 volumes each. With the
relatively small number of professional iibrarians in the State and
with the State Library now a member of the Southeastern Library
Network (SOLINET), the opportunity for significant savings as well
as improved servicevthrough a centralized proceésing center could
now be available. Small libraries undoubtedly spend too much time
on this phase of library work. The inefficiencyzdf each library
cataloging and classifying its own books, mostly duplicates of what
other libraries buy, is too well recognized in the professional
literature to detail here. Such a center might also serve small
college libraries, all on a contractural basis where the costs

would be shared by those utilizing the sérvice.u

~ More vigorous development of the State-wide network to include

academic as well as public libraries is needed. Although the

Area Reference Research Centers include different types of librafies,
the surveyors gained the impression that these centers are still in
a rather primitive state of development. If resource sharing on a
major scale is to be achieved, then considerable additional funds
will have to be made available to promote such activity. The sur-
veyors recommend that the study of cooperative programs like MINITEX
in Minnesota dr‘the State Information Network in North Carolina would
bé helpful. Bibliographic as well as physical access are important
concerns in achieving the goal of comprehensive library service to
all citizens. As the "Standards for South Carolina Public Libraries"
Draft Revision, October, 1975, indicates, South Carolina lends itself
comfortably to division into five or six regions focused on trading

2 .
centers. Larger units of service and stronger shared resources would

improve the service to South Carolinians, provide more economical

units, and provide citizens with a level of service small public
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Iibraries cannot afford alone. Moving ahead on the solid baée
already established will,require strong. leadership both from the
State Library and from the University of South Carolina at Coiumbié.

Public Libraries Serving Areas with Large Numbers of College Students

The main interest of the surveyors was the extent to which public libraries
serve college students, what resources those librariés have available for such :
activity, and what cooperative arrangements already exist. The State Library
identified ten public libraries whosé resources.and services seemed wofthy of
special attention. All ten were asked to complete the survey questionnaire
and all were visited by the surveyors. Recognizing the differences between
public libraries and academic libraries, the surveYors asked the public 1li-
brarians to compare their holdings against standard lists more appropriate
for their type of library. Although the response to Item 12 of\the~survey
questionnaire (see Appendix A) can best be described as disappointing, the
surveyers did gain much useful information from other parts of the question-
naire and from their personal visits. In addition, a second questionnaire,
based on a pilot project conducted by thé Spartanburg Public Library, elicited
information on the users of each public library in an attempt to determine
the .proportion of college students among those users, and give some indication
of the effectiveness of the services. In the following sections these data

have been reduced to tables displaying student use of public libraries.

Users

Each library was asked to distribute a simple questionnaire to thuse
users actually visiting the library on the two busiest hours of Monday or
Wednesday, April 5 and 7 or 12 and 14. Spartanburg (which developed the
pilot questionnairé) and Horry County did not participate, while the Charleston
Public Library did not participate in April but did distribute the questionnaire
in May when students from nearby colleges were on vacation. Although this last
might have skewed the results, analyses were made both including and excluding '
Charlestonjdata, and the differences were so minor.that.the final results given
here include the Charleston figures in the ovérall results as well as separately.
Some of the data turned out not to be useful, especially those questions

which dealt with the user's attitude toward the library, its collections, and
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its staff. This confirms a conclusion from a recent master's papervéoméleted
by David Laizure at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, in which
it was reported that attitudinal studies do not provide much valuable informa-
tion on library users.3 Presumably those who use libraries regularly are
generally well satisfied with the collections and services they find there.
More than 70 percent of those who filled out the questionnaires distribu-
ted to users in South Caroli?a found the public library pleasant, the staff
helpful, resources adequate, facilities comfortable, access easy, and rules
reasonable. Who were these users, who seem so content with public library
service, and how often do they use the library? The data are provided in

Tables XLII and XLIII.

TABLE XLII

FREQUENCY OF USE OF PUBLIC LIBRARIES

Number of Percentagé Using the Library

Responses Weekly Monthly Infrequently
Abbeville-Greenwood  (144)  38.9 bbb 16.0
Anderson (42) 66.7 28.6 4.8
Beaufort ‘ (94) 61.7 30.9 7.4
Charleston (Main) (169) 38.5 37.9 - 22.5
Charleston (Branch) o (114) 40.4 44,7 14.9
Florence (60) 30.0 28.3 41.7
Greenville (392) 33.2 40.8 25.3
Laurens (46) 43.5 34.8 17.4
Richland (143) 44,1 32.9 1 22.4
York (45) 37.8 . 35.6 26.7
Overall (1,249) 40.1 38.1 21.1
*Spartanburg (591) 38.4 45.8 15.8

(Earlier study)

*NOTE: Spartanburg distributed its questionnaire during an entire week
and it is not included in the overall figures. Horry County did not parti-
cipate and Abbeville-Greenwood was included at its request. .
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. Library
Abbeville-Greenwood
Anderson
Beaufort

~ Charlaston (Mainj

Charleston (Branch)

CII

Florance
reonville

Horry
{Did not participate)

Laurens
Richland (Main)
Yorﬁ

{verall

Spartanburg
{Earlier)

TABLE XLIII

PRIMARY USERS OF PUBLIC LIBRARIES

1 2 3 i s s B 9
Fresh,  Junior o . College Total
‘Total Ele-High Soph.  Senior Craduate * :chnical Business Clerical. Students All Students
Nuibsr Students Students Students Students Trade Stu. Professional Technical Housewife Other Cols 2-4 Cols 1-5
15 3B Ly L& A 2 R R N s
G S R WO WA 2.4 1.3 W B2 11 48 49
%191 T 5.3 21 1.1 2.5 1.1 5.5 16 4.8 0 359
N S RV S X S Y E S B SR 6 4 ss
D4 S0 44 4 B3 L8 18 4l 19 15 I %6
8083 10,0 5.0 - B3 1 3.3 2.0, 3.‘3 15.0 6.7
w03 4 5433 L5 35 1 105 59 133 §5.7
R T R L 6.5 4.3 196 6.5 8.7 6.4
T 63 14 37.8 5.6 49 61 6 451
65 2.0 20 6T 44 4 4.4 44 w4 89 13 3.8
RECIER A S ERY 2.4 2.6 4.0 5.1 69 4.0 51.1
591 254 - College = 7.8 3.7 U4 e 29.6 .0 1.8 %9
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‘From the figures shown in Table XLII, the frequency of use of the public
libraries seems to follow a consistent pattern. About .40 percent of the patrons
‘use the library weekly, roughly the same percentage monthly, and 20 to 25 percent
infrequently. Significant departures from this pattern appear at Anderson, ‘
"Beaufort, and Florence. Those libraries might well want to conduct another
survey or to look into the reasons why their users depart from the norm.

‘ This analysis of users, which is the primaty interest of the surveyors
(Table XLIII), appears to confirm other studies of public library use. .Heaviest
users of the public library are students: one-third being elementary and high
school s.udents, another 14 percent being college and university students,

with business and professional persons comprising almost ong~fourth and house-
wives nearly one-fifth. There are interesting variations‘among the libraries
but all student use (the sum of Columns 1-5) ranges from above 25 percent at
Abbeville-Greenwood to above 61 percent at Florence and Laurens and an amazing
76 percent in the Charleston branches. Even if one assumes that students are
more likely to fill out questionnaires than other patrons, the message is still
clear: students of all kinds are among the heaviest users of public libraries.
The Richland County Public Library has fewer elementary and high school students
but 28 percent of its users are postsecondary students. Perhaps that is not so
surprising when one remembers that the main library is located only four blocks
from the campus of the State's largest.university with its 20,000 students.
Whether the opening of the new Central University Library at USC at Columbia
will reduce the student population using thé Richland County Public Library

will be clear a year from now. ‘ ‘

What may surprise some of the public librarians is not how many college
students use their facilities but relatively how few. Granted, the data may
not be as accurate or as sophisticated as everyone would like. Nonetheless,
there is enough similarity in the figures in most of the cplumns of Table XLIII
for the dafa to be taken seriously by‘those‘interested in the question of who
uses public libraries in South Carolina. Detailed analyses have been supplied

to each of the participating libraries so that each librarian can wake whatever

CYIR RO SR IR

follow-up studies seem appropriate. Cgrtainly in those libraries (Charleston--
both main and‘branches,ﬂFlorence, Greenville, and Laurens) where students of all
ages make up more thaﬁngo percent of all users, there is a need to examine closely
the library's programs to see if resources and services are being directed to

fulfilling the needs of those students. Consideration should also be given
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. Table XLIV

PUBLIC LIBRARY USE, 1974-75

CIRCULATION ‘ INTERLIBRARY LOANS

‘ Total Average 1974-75 5 Year
LIBRARY 1974-75 Last 5 Years Borrowed Loaned Total - Average
Anderson 345,911 283,773 327 | 1 528 212
‘Beaufort 83,318 79,867 152 2 154 126
Tharleston 717,998 720,736 319 10 329 357
Florence 216,642 206,142 997 1 998 ' 456
Greenville 916,024 786,035 537 82 619 352
Horry 200,513 . 169,854 219 7 226 172
Laurens 111,788 87,752 256 0 256 192
Richland 731,504 677,183 777 16 793 NA
‘Spartanburg 518,538 476,182 219 5 224 145
York 219,125 171,172 195 122 317 155
NA - Not Available
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to a'determinntion of whether or not such heavy student use reflects inade-
quate school or college 11brary collect1ons and/or services. ’
‘Circulation statistics and interlibrary loan figures were also supplled‘

by the public libraries as indicated in Table XLIV. Not surpr151ng1y, all

‘the public libraries borrow heavily (primarily from the State Library) and

lend sparingly, reflecting the need for resources not ptesent locally. What
is surprising, in view of the State Library Network, is the fact tﬁat the
total exchange is so small. Even Florence, the highest on the list, secures
fewer than 1,000 volumes a year from elsewhere ih”the State. The data.con-"
firms an impression of the surveyors that bibliographic access is still a
prdblem in South Carolina, with a need to identify spééialized resourcés

at various locatioms. It also led one éurveyor to wonder if the librarians
themselves didn't have too narrow a view of resource sharing since delivery

service still depends primarily oa the U.S. Postal Service.

Collections

How adequately do the public libraries meet the needs of college‘students,

who make up one patron in seven? That is not an easy questlon to answer.

four-year colleges. In Table XLV there is provided 1nformat10n on the ten
libraries studied. Most of these libraries also have materials which four-year
colleges would not have, e.g., children's books and popular adult books. They
also often have better non-print materials than most colleges and some of the:
S.C. public libraries do have é sizeable number of audio recordings, maps, and
prints. 7 .

In an attempt to measure the quality of the collections, the'surveyors
asked for information on the number of titles held which are listed in standard
bibliographies. This is a fairly standard way of measuring collection strength;

but this method of evaluation has not been extensively used in South Carolina.

' The data in Table XLVI are therefore incomplete. While this is unfortunate,

the reluctance of librarians to do the time-consuming comparisons necessary to
provide the information is understandable.

From the admittedly incomplete data in Table XLV it would appear that the

public libraries subscribe to most of the titles listed in Reader's Guide ‘and

that they do fairly well on the Reference Books for Small and Medium Sized

“Librarie§. Where there is a report on the basic titles needed for undergraduate
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instruction they‘do 1eSS‘we11, and ‘even Greenville in our opinion -one of
the strongest public libraries in:the State, doesn t show up very well on
Books for Public Libraries: Non—Fiction for Small Collections. ' In general

the impression of the surveyors is that the public libraries have small but
up~to-date reference collec;ions, with_some unusual sets in most places, and
that they could well cooperate with local celleges in the purchase of impor-
tant but rarely used reference sets. One of the problems,‘of course, is that
the ordinary citizen may not know that there are other titles located else-
where in the community and will not look in other locations. The publication

of the Greenville Area Reference Resource Center's 'Libraries and Information

on Resources of Northwest South Carolina'" is a good example of the kind of guide
to area libraries which needs to be more widely available.

The two largest public libraries exist at opposite ends of the State.
Charleston, as might be expected in that locality, has a wealth of historical,
local, and State materials, only part of which are under bibliogréphical con-
trol. There are indexes to wills and local newspapers, and holdings of some
federal census records. Particularly important is a local collection on Rlack
history and culture as well as reference materials on the Low Country gener-
ally. Business and technology reference materials are well represented. The
system also has a strong collection of ephemera, including 18,164 pamphlets
and 64,448 clippings and other items on file. Charleston circulates talking
books, large print books, 17,000 paperbacks, 3, 400 mounted art prints, and
B850 framed art reproductions.

Greenville, with the largest public library collection and an excellent
new library building, has a reference collection which would do Justice to a
small university library. It includes foreign and specialized encyclopedias,
numerous journals and newspapers on microfilm and a number of microform readers.‘

There are printed catalogs of maJor research libraries, and a good collection of‘
indexes and abstracting services. Recently acquired is the Li}rary of American
Civilization and the Library of English Literature on ultra-microfiche. The

business and documents collections are reasonably strone, with 800 to 1 oun

.annual reports of businesses received regularly and 157 titles in the Business

Periodicals Index. The South Carolina Historical Collection includes 5,608

volumes with another 1,464 volumes in the genealogical collection. Greenville
does an unusually good job of publicizing its resohrces‘1oca11y‘through a series

of ‘attractive brochures. Fifteen college libraries, seven‘public
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RESOURCES OF PUBLIC LIBRARIES AS OF JUNE 3, 1975

 TABIE XLV

NON-PRINTEU VATERIALS

NOTES: Some of the fiqures in this table ars estimates, Charleston also reports 5,206 reels of mlcrofiln,

18,164 panphlets and 64,448 pleces in the vertical files.

137

PRINTED MATERIALS
Average Mdditions Current Current o Mixed
R Total No, - (Last 5 Years)  Serial Newspaper | Motion  Audio Film Mapg & - Media :
. Library of Vols,  __1970-15 Titles DMtles | Pictures Recordings Strips Slides Charts Prints Kits ~ Manuscripts Other
dderson County 120,550 1,68 MU | e L W el % e S —
Beaufort Cownty 60,567 1,558 %51 1 I — 500 eme e - n
‘ ‘ * Hicrofiln .
Charleston Comnty - 327,741 21,510 8 % B 1460 48 100 129 3,400 e - e
CFlorence County . W61 5,588 WU e L WM e @1 e e g
Greenville County 377,864 29,020 L5649 610 8,568 215 8 521 200 1 B
Horry County 86,867 4,862 927 10 | e 3,008 e e 5160 - 30
- Cassette
Merofiln
Laurens County §9,257 4,114 B 10 50 500 600 eee 5 715 . 2% -
 Rlchland Comty 1,638 21417 Lo 0 | e TR - RV S - e
Spartanburg Cownty 190,375 11,165 woooa | w300 5 e 10 200 e .
 York County 100,743 - 6,719 061 40 997 U e - een e ]
T0TALS 1,681,281 115,655 5,306 207 85  2,4%  1,8% a5 2,00 5,00

385 ? 1,023

1,229 nicrofiche titles, 155 framed pictures,
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Table XLVI

TITLES HELD: SELECTED STANDARD LISTS

Farber
Choice | . Public Library College
‘ ‘ Reader's Opening Non Fiction Likrary
Public Library Guide Day Collection Ref Books Books Periodicals
‘ (155) (1,818) (770) (approx. 5000) (1,048)
Anderson County 155 ~NR 432 1,196 NR
Beaufort 108 495 NR NR NR
' Charleston 155% 1,455% 578 4,750 NR
Florence NR NR NR . NR NR
Greenville 155 564 652 1,859 273
Horry NR NR NR NR- NR
Laurens 85 - NR NR. NR NR
"Richland 155 NR 641 NR NR °
Spartanburg 147% 571 324% 3,300% 110
York 105 NR NR NR NR

*  Estimate
NR - Not Reported

SOURCES: Reader's Guide to Periodical Literature
Choice Opening Day Collection, 3rd ed., 1974. ,
Reference Books for Small and Medium Sized Libraries, 2nd ed., 1973.
Books for Public Libraries: Nonfiction for Small Collections, 2nd ed., 1975.
Farber, Evan, Classified List of Periodicals for the College Library,
5th ed., 1972.
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'librarles, and one newspaper library are included in the loose leaf directory

of libraries and information resources in the ARRC. Still, its ARRC program
appeared to one surveyer to'bé too low-key and to have little visibility.
This reihforcés what has been observed previously: that the State's network
approach tends to be conventibnal rather than innovative.

In thé middle of the State the Richland County Public Library, with the
third largest public library collectioﬁs, reported that it held 6,387 titles
in the Essay and General Literature Index and 6,960 titles listed in the

Public Library Catalog (excluding the 500 and 600 sections). The staff

regularly compares holdings against a number of standard lists such as the

Fiction Catalog, Short Story Index, Play Index, and Biography Index, but do

not routinely count the number of titles held. Richland's South Carolina
Collection numbers 2,120 volumes, plus a Daughters of the American Revolution
Collection of 591 volumes and 524 rare books.

Laurens County reborts 1,700 volumes in its South Carolina Historical
Room and-a recent gift of 1,544 volumes of réprints listed in several major
indexing tools. Most public libraries have a small collection of Sbuch Caro-
lina historical materials as well as local materials, usually newspapers or

items written by local authors.

Financial Support

With limited financial support available for serving the diVe;ie groups
wnich make up the public library's users, there is decided concern over the
stabilization of income. One public librarian noted that the public library
has as its primary purpose service to the "out-of-school" adult or child and
therefore it is impossible to tailor limited income to meet high school and
college needs as well as those of the primary target group. Certainly this
points up the necessity of all types of libraries cooperating more and making
the most of scarce resources. This same librarian would recommend that formal
cooperation should have funding attached, and that such funding should not be
available except for two or more institﬁtions. This may be a necessity if
formal cooperation is to receive more than lip service. |

Any objective assessment would lead one to conclude that, cooperation
aside. public libraries are not generously supported in South Carolina. Over-

all per capita support for public libraries was $2.38 in 1974-75, scarcely
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adequate to provide good local library service even if sharing were mofe
highly developed than it now is. Federal funds, either revenue sharing or
émergengy public service employee funds, are a weak reed on which to lean_
for permanent. support. Nonethel=ss, the loss of such funds would be disés-
‘trous for a number of South Cavolina public libraries.. As indicated in Appendix F,
special revenue sharing provided over $1.5 million for Sonuth Carolina public‘
libraries in 1974-75 while gr&nts—in—aid totalled about as much. In Table
XLVII are shown the total amount expended and the funds allocated for purchase

.. of library materials in 1974-75. Totals range from jhst over $100,000 for
Laurens County to almost $1.5 million dollars in Greenville. Given the
funding pattern in tiie past with only 35 cents per capita in State aid, the
public libraries have done exceedingly wellid But one should remember that

"a number of these libraries support brhnéﬂggw;hd bookmobiles‘as well as
main libraries. 1If they are to continue to provide South Carolina citizens
with reasonable library and information services and are to become resource
centers for their areas of the State, additional funds must be sought, either
from increased State or Federal aid. Cooperation works only when there is
something to share. With inflationary costs and a stabilized budget the col-
lections are apt to become static and historical rather than functional ma-
terials for today's needs. For that reason the warning in the "Standards for
South Carolina Public Libraries" seems appropriate: "While South Carolina
has made notable strides in public library development, no thoughtful assess-
ment of the present state-wide situation can be complacent....Nowhere has there
been sufficient money to meet national standards or rarely even the latest
State standards....To create a formal framework for a regional system for the
entire State would lend momentum to the development‘of rggional syétems and
encourage smaller units to enter info cooperative arrangements. It would recog—

nize the burden now carried by larger libraries and compensate them with

additional state aid."4 ‘
As the analysis of the public library's users so well indicated, any
future public library system must come to grips with the fact that such |
libraries do indeed serve students from the elementary school through graduate
school. Academic libraries, which often have been closed to local residents,
are urged to re-examine the service they can render to all those who can use
their services. The public libraries must include the academic libraries in

their planning for comprehenslve State-wide service. Contractural arrangements
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Table XLVII1

EXPENDITURES BY PUBLIC LIBRARIES

, Total 5 Year -~ Materials 5 Year

Expenditures . Average Expenditures - Average

Library 1974-75 1970-75 1974-75 1970-75
. Anderson County $234,915 . $248,202% $ 59,519 0§ 42,705
Beaufort 136,555 99,834 33,224 24,936
~ Charleston 855,353 664,395 211,697 149,763
Florence 243,310 211,364 55,288 . 44,494
Greenville - 1,457,368 1,079,215 389,207 272,679
Horry 174,216 ‘ 146,107 .. 41,303 33,244
Laurens 109,334 81,133 22,667 18,866
Richland \ 776,195 643,277 141,865 128,547
Spartanburg 352,040 292,929 . 74,142 ‘ 62,884
York 2375330 158,225 | 59,804 37,667
TOTALS $4,576,616 $3,624,681 $1,088,716 $815,785

*NOTE: New building funds included (1971-72) makes this higher‘than it should be.

142

124




‘are likely to be a‘neceséity under financial;coﬁstraints'and, if patterns
elsowhere are any indication, will come with‘great difficulty. Howé&er, in

"~ the tradition of the American state university which has‘emphasized teaching,
research, and public service, academic librarians should take the lead in en-
suring that citizen and student alike (and they are often the same person) can

" use any library participating in a State-wide network with minimum restrictions.

CONCLUSIONS .

In the decade immediately ahead there is a need to exﬁand accessibility
for all citizens to library resources at the same time that budgets are stabi-
1izing. In a recent article Richard de Gennaro noted that "The traditional
emphasis on developing large 16ca1 research collections must be shifted toward
developing exéellent working cdllections and truly effective means of gaining
access to needed research materials wherever they may be."S If, as now seems
likely, libraries will be forced to change their emphasis from buildings and
ownership.of collections to access to resources of their users, this will mean
a decided change in the way all libraries operate.

The proposed standards for South Carolina public libraries have serious
impliéations for academic libraries. No statewide plan for the public libraries
should be developed without including the resources of the academic libraries.
Funds are needed not only for strengthening the 1oca1.pub1ic libraries but also
for ensuring reasonable access, both bibliographical and physical, to all 1li-
brary resources supported by public funds. In each chapter of this survey, the
need for bibliographical control and for better coordination of the State's
library resources has been stressed. However heroic the efforts, some public
and college 1ibréries will simply never have the resources they need to serve
their users well. 2Jther alternatives will be necessary if those users are to
be served at all.

In an earlier chapter a recommendation was made that funds be provided to
assits the State's two general purpose universities to make their collections
more easily accessible to other libraries and the South Carolina citi:en gener-
ally. Important as that recommendation is; there is also a need for stronger
development of the State Library's Area Reference Resource Centers concept.
Better delivery service, a common borrower's card, deveiopment of regional
bibliographical tools—-all are needed as component parts of an expxznded State

network plan. Additional State aid, which is desperately needed by most libraries,
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shquld be used to encourage network develoﬁment and to assure the highest
level of cooperétive effort possible. Despite the excellent Book Collection
Improvement Project, significant gaps in the holdings“of mény libraries still
exist. As consideration is given to the filling of those gaps, the various
local libraries, academic and public, need to.consult with each other and
share the cost of the more expensive items, for the goed of their own users.
One mistake frequently made by those who advocate cooperative programs
is the failure to assure adequate long-range funding. The history of librarian-
ship in this country is full of examples of projects which began with enthu-
siasm, flourished with temporary funding, and declined when that fundinngas
no longer available. The comments of one public librarian seem especially
pertinent here: "I believe there should be formal cooperation with funding
attached. The money should go for collections and staff but require the cooper-
ation of different types of libraries. The application for funds should be
made by two or more institutions. -They should be unavailable for just one
unless there is absolutely no possibility of cooperation, which is unlikely.
Citizen and student alike must then be able.to use any participating library
with minimum restrictions." Both the South Carolina State Library and the
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education should be prbvided funds to
encourage cooperative projects which will last longer than the momentary
enthusiasm of the librarians who are involved.
. Finally, all libraries know too little about their collections, their
users, and budget planning. The College of Librarianship at the University
of South Carolina should be encouraged to help public and academic libraries
conduct community surveys, analyze collections, and develop models for future
planning. Workshops and other forms of continuing education are very much
needed by all types of libraries in South Carolina. Such efforts should be
‘cooperative ventures of the College of Librarianship, the State Library, and
the South Carolina Library Association. Planning for the future will require
the best talents of all South Carolina librarians but the potential for sig-

nificant progress exists if a larger vision can be encouraged.

144

126



REFERENCES

1An excellent description of how well the S. C. State Library has
targetted its Federal funds can be found in South Carolina State Library
Annual Program Library Services and Construction Act, 1975-1976 with FY 75

Equipment, 1975.

2"Standards for South Carolina Public Libraries,'" Draft Revision,

October, 1975, p. [3];

3David H. Laizure, "User Studies and the Administration of the Academic

Library," master's paper prepared for the School of Library Science, University

of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1976.
4"Standards...", op. cit.

5Richard de Gennaro, "Austerity, Technology, and Resource Sharing:

Research Libraries Face the Future," Library Journal, 100 (October 15, 1975),
pp. 917-923. See also I. T. Littleton, "Comments on the Recommendations of the

Southeastern States Cooperative Library Survey," unpublished paper, Atlanta,
" Georgia, September 19, 1975.

145



APPENDIX A Lot

SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION
RUTLEDGE BUILDING
1429 SENATE STREET

COLUMBIA, S.C. 2920

HOWARD R. BOOZER TELEPHONE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ' 803/758-2407

November 6, 1975

Dear Librarian:

The questionnaire enclosed has been prepared as an essential
first step in the study of library resources available to students
in postsecondary educational institutions.

Please return the completed questionnaire by Monday. Januarv 12,
1976, at the latest, to Dr. Frank E. Kinard, Assistant i 2 of
the Commission, at the: above address. If you have any queutions,
about either the questlonnalre or the study itself, Dr. Kinard
would be pleased to hear from you.

The study team, headed by Dr. Edward G. Holley, now plans to
make its campus visits during the weeks of February 16, March 8
and March 22, of which the last is tentative. While it will not be
possible for the team to visit all 58 campuses and all public
libraries, a significant fraction of each will be asked to arrange
such visits. We will be in touch with you later about that aspect
of the study team's work.

Thanks in advance for your cooperation in this important study.
With best wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,

Y o -

‘ Howard R. Boozer
HRB:cmt
cc: Edward G. Holley

Johnnie E. Givens

Fred W. Roper

W. Christian Sizemore
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SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION
RUTLEDGE BUILDING
1420 SENATE STREET

COLUMBIA, S.C. 2920

HOWARD R. BOOZER : . TELEPHONE

LXZCUTIVE DIRECTON . 803/758-2407

November 19, 1975

Dear Librarian:

On November 6, we mailed to you the questionnaire, which is an
essential part of the survey to be undertaken by the study team of
this Commission.

A few of you have now stated that you may not find it possible
~ to complete checking your holdings against the bibliographic lists,
specified in Item 12 of that questionnaire, by the due date of
January 12.

After consultation with Dr. Holley and the members of his study
team, we offer the following suggestion: . '

If you are not able to complete Item 12 in its entirety by
January 12, please complete at least Item 12A by that date and mail
the questionnaire to me.

Following this, please complete Items 12B, 12C¢ or 12D (as appropriate)
and forward that information to me separately as Soon as possible and not
later than May 1, 1976.

We are sure you recognize the 1mportance of the team's having the
most complete picture possible of your resources prior to institutional
visits and the drafting of their report. We, and they, also recognize
the difficulty of checking the bibliographic listings and hope that this
extension of time, if necessary in your case, will ease your task.

| Si ely ' Mw

Frank E. hlnard
Assistant Director’
FEK:cmt

cc: Edward G. Holley
Johnnie E. Givens
: . Fred W. Roper
Q - W. Christian Sizemore j 1 47
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SOUTH CAROLINA COLLEGE LIBRARY RESOURCES SURVEY

Sponsored by the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education

GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Name of Institution

2. Date of Founding

3. Total Faculty members (headcount) as of the fall term, 1975
(NOTE: Enrollment data, types of programs, and library staff will be
supplied from information already available to the Commission.)

THE COLLECTION

4. Number of volumes in the library cataloged or processed for use, as of

June 30, 1975

5. Number of volumes added during the preceding five years:

1970-71 ‘ 1973-74
1971-72 1974-75
1972-73

Definition: A "volume" is defined as a physical unit of any printed,
typewritten, handwritten, mimeographed, or processed work contained in

one binding or portfolio, hardbound or paperbound, which has been cataloged,
classifieq, and/or otherwise prepared for use. For purposes of this
calculation microform holdings should be included by converting them to
volume-equivalents. The number of volume-equivalents held in microfomm
should be determined either by actual count or by an averaging formula
which considers each reel of microform as one, and five pieces of any

other microformat as one, volume-equivalent,

6. Number of the following non-print materials held as of June 30, 1975;

Motion Pictures ' Maps and Charts

Video Tapes Prints

Audio Recordings _ Mixed Media Kits
Filmstrips Manuscriéts .
Slides Other 3

Overhead Transparencies
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10.

11.

Definition: Count each form of non-print media by pieée-cdﬁnt,‘

‘e.g., a set of 20 slides would be counted as> 20 pieces.'*Exceptioﬁs
"are mixed media kits which are each counted as a single piece. -

‘Number of current serial titles
‘(include periodicals, annuals, newspapers, irregular publications)

Number of current newspaper titles

Number of newspaper titles currentiy received on microfilm

——— e et

Budget ﬁor serial'publications, 1975—76_

Please describe, in one or two paragraphs, -the adequacy of your - :

collections for the present instructional programs of the institution....
Indicate which departments are best served as well as those poorest served.
(Attach separate sheets if necessary.
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12.

Check the following standard lists and indicate‘the number of titles
held (all respondents check titles in A; in addition, respondent ‘
should check titles as indicated for his specific type of institution):

A. For all institutions:

Reader's Guide to Periodical Literature, H. W. Wilson Co.
(use list in August, 1975, issue)

Choice Opening Day Collection, 3rd ed., ACRL, 1974.

Reference Books for Small and Medium Sized Libraries,
2nd ed.,vALA, 1973.

B. For Technical Education Institutions:

Applied Science and Technology Index, H. W. Wilson Co.
(use list in September, 1975, issue)

Edward Mapp, Books for Occupational Education Progranms,
Bowker, 1971.

James W. Pirie, Books for Junior College Libraries,
ALA, 1969. :

C. For Two-Year and Junior Colleges, and U.S.C. Two-Year
Regional Campuses:

Evan Farber, Classified List of Periodicals for the
College Library, 5th ed., Faxon, 1972,

James W, Pirie, Books for Junior College Libraries,
ALA, 1969.

D. For Four-Year Colleges and Universities:

Books for College Libraries, 2nd ed., ALA, 1975.

Volume I Humanities
Volume II Language and Literature

Volume IIIX History

Volume IV Social Science
vVolume V Psychology, Science, Technology,

Bibliography
Total titles held in all five volumes

Evan Farber, Cléssified List of Periodicals for the
College Library, 5th ed., Faxon, 1972.
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E. For public Libraries:

Books for Public Libraries: Non-Fiction for Small
Collections, 2nd ed., Bowker, 1975.

Evan Farber, Classified List of Periodicals for the
College Library, S5th ed., 1972,

13. List. any other bibliographies you have checked recently with name
of the bibliography and numbers of titles held, e.g., those ‘
institutions with master's programs in education should have checked
Education Index, Burke and Burke, Documentation in Education, 2nd
edition, Teachers College Press, 1967; those with business master's
programs the Business Periodicals Index and Business Reference
Sources, Harvard School of Bﬁsiness Administration, 1971; etc.

Lon

14. Do you have any specialized collections? If so, indicate
their size and depth.

15. 1Is the library a depository for federal documents?

16. Is the library a depository for maps (e.g. U.S. Geological Survey,

Army Map Serxvice)?

COOPERATIVE PROJECTS

17. Are you. a member of a consortium? 1f so, what other

libraries are members?
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‘18, Are your collections described in brochures or other descriptive
printed materials? ' If so, please submit a sample of each
with the questionnaire.

19. Do you participate in union catalogs or union lists?

If so, specify which ones.

20. Is your library a participant in SOLINET?

—————eeee

FINANCIAL, SUPPORT

(Please indicate all library expenditures for your campus.)

21, Total annual library expenditures for the last five years:

- 1970-71 1973-74
1971-72 1974-75
1972-73

22, Federal work-study funds available for the library during 1975-76

23. Annual expenditures for books, periodicals, binding, and non-print
materials for the past five years:

1970-71 ‘ 1973-74
1971-72 1974-75
1972-73

24, Has the library received any direct grants from foundations, governments,
or private donors during the past five years? (Name sources and amounts)
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USE OF THE LIBRARY

25. General circulation for the last five years:

1970-71 1973-74
1971-72 1974-75
1972-73

26. Reserve items circulated for the past five years:

1970-71 - ' 1973-74
1971-72 1974-75
1972-73

27. Inter-library loan transactions for the past five years:

22535‘ ‘ Borrowed Loaned
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
1973-74
1974-75

28. Indicate your library's policy on borrowing by different types of users
‘ by placing an X in each square which applies in the box below. (For
example, if your policy permits regular loans to faculty, place an X
in the uppermost left-harid square.)
Building Inter- Policy
Regular External Use Library Prohibits
Loan Loan Only Loan Use

Faculty of the !
Institution |

Students of the
Institution

Faculty of other
Institutions

Students of other
Institutions

Other Adults

High School
Students

Elementary School
Students

School Teachers
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

PHYSICAL FACILITIES

Is there a separate building for the library?

—————————s

Is the building air-conditioned?

Age of main building? | {yrs.) Have there been additions?

When?

Number of seats for readers.

What future plans have been made for library space?

Number of items of equipment available for users:

Motion Picture Projectors
\

Video Tape Decks
Slide Projectors
Filmstrip Projectors
Overhead Projectprs
Audio Tape Recorders
Récord Players
Microform Readers
Microform Printers

Calculators

T

Typewriters

Photocopy Machines
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ADMINISTRATION

'35., To whom does the librarian report? (Title)

36. List the departmental libraries, resources, and title of position to
which each reports: .

Libr ' Resources To Whom Reports
Liobrary Resources PO

37. Does the library have a statement of defined purposes and objectives?
1f so, please attach a copy to this questionnaire.

38. Which classification scheme do you use, Dewey or L.C.?

39. Are you a member of a processing center?

40. If you have recommendations on state-wide planning for libraries, the
team will be happy to receive thiem (attach separate sheets as necessary).

41, Please feel free to add any other ¢omments on your library's staff,
resources, Oor services which may be helpful to the consultant team.

~

Name of Person Completing Questionnaire

Title

Date
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APPENDIX B

SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION
RUTLEOGE BUILOING
1429 SENATE SI1REET

COLUMBIA.S.C. 29201

TELEPHONE

HOWARD R. BOUZER
8017 7568-2407

' XZCUTIVE DIRECTOR ‘ April ]_., 1976

TO: Librarians at the Public Libraries of Abbeville-Greenw:»:d, Beaufort,
Florence,. Greenville, Laurens, and Richland Counties

D

FROM: Frank E. Kinard

Ay

STUDENT USER SURVEY

_ In accord with your responses to Dr. Holley's memorandum of March 8,
I enclose copies of the User Survey from which you have agreed
to make available to your patrons. The results will be useful to our
" commission study of library resources, and will be shared with you.

Please distribute these questionnaires to your patrons during the
busiest two hours on Monday and Wednesday, either April 5 and 7 or
April 12 and 14, whichever is more convenient for you. -Ask patrons
to check the questionnaire and deposit each completed questionnaire in a
box a3 each patron leaves the building. Distribute the questlonnalres
to patrons only in the main library.

Please return all completed questionnaires to me by April 16, at the
latest.

In addition to those listed above, public libraries in Anderson and
in Rock Hill will partLCLpate, but have made their own arrangements for
reproducing the forms. The Charleston and Horry County Libraries declined
to participate.

/cmt
Enclosure

cc: Anderson County Library
York County Library
Dr. Edward G. Holley
Miss Johnnie E. Givens
Dr. Fred W. Roper
Dr. W. Christian Sizemore

Q o 1556
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Please take 5 minutes to tell us your feelings about the library. Drop the
completed guestionnaire in the box at the check-out desk. :

Check the appropriate line(s) below:

1. I use the public library
weekly (4 or 5 times per mosth) .
monthly (1 to 3 times per month) .-
infrequently (less than 1 time per month)

2. I am a/an
elementary or high school student
college freshmen or sophomore
college junior or senior
‘ graduate student
technical, trade, business school student
business or professional person
clerical or technical person
housewi fe
other

3. I am most likely to use the public library for: (put "1" for most probable
se, "2" for second most probable use, etc.) o
recreation and entertainment
education (in connection with schoolwork)
information not related to schoolwork
other (Describe: ’ )

=1

For the remaining guestions, student respondents are requested to rate both
tne public library and the library at their academic institution. Non-
students should rate the public library only.

4. I find the atmosphere of the library to be:

Public Academic
pleasant
satisfactory
dull
inappropriate (describe below)
5. I find the staff to be:
Public Academic

very helpful

moderately helpful

of little help

too rushed or busy to help

i
il
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6. I find the resources (books, magazines, etc.) to be:

Public ) Academic
adequate :
inadequate

7. I find the facilities (chairs, tables, lighting, etc.) to be: -

Public - . - Academic
uncomfortable : v '
comfortable
inappropriate (explain) .

8., I find that the arrangement of materials and resources make them:

Public ‘ : ‘ 4 ‘ " Academic
' easy to locate and use ‘ ’
hard to locate and use -~

‘,

9. I find the rules and policies of the library to be:
Public ' Academic
too restrictive .
. reasonable
not restrictive enough
10. When I come to the library looking for something:
Public ‘ R Academic

never seem to find it
seldom seem to find it
usually seem to find it
always seem to find it

|

HHHH

11, considering the distance to travel, available transportation, hours of
opening, etc., I find the library:

Public o Academic
very convenient to use
moderately convenient to use
not very convenient to use

12. I find the resources in the following fields are adequate (mark "A") or
inadequate (mark "I") for my nceds:

Public , , ’ Academic
‘ humanities and history
social sciences
sciences

————
s sir—

Please write any comments Or suggestions below, or use the back of this sheet.
Thank you very much for your thoughts and your time.
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TR | APPENDIX C

LIST OF LiBRARIES VISITED BY THE SURVEY.TEAM

Putlic Universities

Clemson University
University of South Carolina-Columbia
Medical University of South Carolina

Public Senior Colleges

The Citadel

College of Charleston
Francis Marion College
Lander College

South Carolina State College
UsC-Aiken

USC-Coastal Carolina
USC-Spartanburg

Winthrop College

Public Two-Year Colleges

usc Régional Campuses

Allendale
Beaufort
Lancaster
Sumter

Technical Education Centers and Colleges

Aiken Technical Education Center
Beaufort Technical Education Center
Florence-Darlington Technical College
Greenville Technical College
Horry-Georgetown Technical College
Midlands Technical College
Airport Campus
Beltline Campus
Orangeburg-Calhoun Technical College
" Piedmont Technical College
Spartanburg Technical College
Sumter Area Technical College
Tri-County Technical College
Trident Technical College
North Campus
Palmer Campus
York Technical College
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Private Senior Colleges

Allen University
Baptist College
Benedict College

Bob Jones University
Claflin College
Columbia College
Converse College
Furman University
Presbyterian College
Wofford College

Private Junior Colleges

Anderson College .
North Greenville College
Spartanburg Methodist College

" Public Libraries

Abbeville-Greenwood Regional
Anderson County
Beaufort County
Charleston County
Florence County
Greenville County
Horry County
Laurens County
Richland County
Spartanburg County
York County

Special-Purpose Libraries

Deering-Milliken Research Corporation
South Carolina State Library
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STAT!STICS OF SOUTHERN COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES 19044975

i | } il ™ i |
o Expeﬂded Expeﬂded ExpendEd Tml Ubnry otal Libﬂu’y !R‘HO of Lib- Llhm’y Positions Ehmﬂmtnl Fll] Tﬂ'm 19
‘ Volumes in | for Books, | for Saluries. | for. | Expenditures [Expenditares [Expenditures . N
INSTITUTION Library- - [ Periodicals [aclusiveof | Stulent | Urrestricted & |Unresiricted hoTolal Exp, [ Clerical . | " Resident - | Gradniee
B : lune 30, 1975" und Binding Student Help | Help Fleslricled?unds' Funds Only bf Institution” } Profess. | & Sub-Prof, | Undergradl, | Studtents

- R
Alabama, University of 1061206 | AILMS | mO2OM | 80000 1,620,974 - L= Kl M ks R
Arkungas, University of - 608 | 661708 [ 5858 i UM | LBE | L9400 64 % o 9,208 1,976
Auburn University WA | G005 | GESRI2 . T8N | L4MOTE | I4TRIM | 346 u | W2 1
Baylor University 51968 | S23T6 | A04ME | 1040 | L1684%6 | 1066248 698 A5 A R S 1~ S Y
Clomson Universiiy BTN | T | SBIB1 | T2 | 14350 | 148 | - n 88 Bl 10
Duke Univenity 202167 | 14093 | 2104808 | 18158 4,039,565 - - 88 4.5 Bo | 9
Ermory University LISOZSL | 9881 | LITIT | 127495 24066 | 2,083,109 14 495 76,0 6,04! 0
Florida State Univendiy® LIGUE | LILATY | L9R3658 | 16578 | 28008 - | 284180 50 5 9.5 16,564 {2
Florida, University of LI6A4 | 108007 | 211920 |- 194,05 3,573,408 3463293 LU g 7.1 21951 | 4,35
Georgia Institute of Technology 820260 | S48 | 6WIdT | G689 149,607 1495607 | 400 I 4.0 £87 1368
Georgla State University bIZBEG | 9IRS | 7IR266 | 130220 1912172 IRV 5 % &0 1AM 6,156
Georgia, University of 1,522,680 | 124,892 1 1500334 ) 160310 40a2412 . | 398080 48 78 m o 388 .
Houston, University of LIR5HN 2msl | 1280450 | 2,000 3647159 | 3580814 - { 102 %63 | 4%
Joint University Librariea 1301631 [ 1,036,633 | 1,098,530 | 184,1% 3048336 2,350,562 ~ 5 8 b6 2087
Kentucky, University of . 1281520 | Onagd | 120006 | 197,267 2440860 2,298,862 a0 [ an 16009 ] 428
Loisiana State University™ LIB24T | 912688 1 1240809 | 160 2499409 2,458,830 542 B 665 1905 . ] 4
Louisville, Univensity of D08 | STOHME | B%4SH | 859N 1828248 1,141,015 LRy {08 825 | 918 4,50
Loyola Univenity, N. 0. Y0885 1 OlILI60 | 1063% 2,705 279,004 274 804 30 1 1 HE) I Y 1]
Marylund, Univensity of LOSATY | LAET13 | 2473250 | 300500 | 5,142,505 - frad ®s LRI /AR I A1
Miami, Universityof LUBART 1 128935 | LAwegeor | a0l | 23aa4 | 2045 42 # k! 13820 | 4000
* Mississippi Stute University SIBAZS. | 42080 | 3909 | 6634 913,343 L] L u o2 8528 168
Missiusippi, University of LIB28ITT 175078 | 288088 | TR - 696415 5% 415 38 19 16 638 1 15
New Orleans, University of 390080 | 32000 | 465085 | 8508 907,969 18,276 5.7 a3 o 1% 130

North Carolira State Univenty 692,56 1. 16T | 91609 | nOOS [ 202562 | LT9E6S | 22 % |8 DU 328
North Carolina, University of LIBGI0 1 LM2TH | 2334350 | 20666 | 46280 | 4263839 | 27~ 0.2 | 1880 ] 618 388
North Carolina Univ. ot Greemaboro | 59,528 | 364,720 | 572206 | 7209 | 1185301 LGS [ 62 | 26 | 0B 6381 248
North Texas State Univenity BN S0 1 Te6R | L3N0 | 1552836 | 148,565 542 % 8 LT o 500

Oklahoma State Univensity LMLOIB | B85 | 6055708 | 156201 WMs2 [ 1410307 | 47 3 2 35098 | 38
Oklahama, University of UGS | BT | SIN | 116 | 2080461 [ 200R31T | 4 4. L SR A 11 L B
Rice University S| BRI | STH8| 0860 | 31aM 1497408 . | 1403038 51 a8 | S0 26!1 8
South Carclina, University of LSTA05 | 16E242 | 14NQ06 | BIB6M | 3606408 - | 160649 56 b1 120 A80 750
South Florida, University of 461606 | 36081 | 908008 | 48059 | 1579067 | 1STO6T | 4S5 251 Mh ) mM | 210

Southern Methodist Univarsity 1363028 | 0091 | R4 [ -D2&05 | L6888 | 1247 | 48 1| BE 6375 | 4
Southwestern University, La, I | 345 | 46198 | TOTE | SEIRT 881,068 538 16 u 10,690 1,109

Temnessés, University of 122042 | L2497 | 142048 | 122806 | 308788 | B4R 5.6 8 138 21,665 53
Toxas ASM University 9"““8"" FO0H | IR0 | JR0B08 | 24305 | 2RO LR I S A I A T

02 W86 | 65T $2,665 - 799,870 48 184 I BT I I B
Texus Tech University O BT T I TR 1730244 17024 5 3.0 &5 B 2
Texas, University of kX 1095838 | AGTII6 | SAMATT | G033 | SABMY |- 6 12 Pl A8 86M

Texas Woman's University Mo |6 | el | as | e | suoR | 46 0 We | 5ml &0

Texas Christion l.'niwrsity

Trinity University w0 | UM SR L0 | BX4B wWes | BB | B | % 2708 - %

Tulane University L2667 | 652668 | 975700 | ML | 1gsna8d | LN b .40 £.7 558 3,469

\’im’niai'oly'.echniclnst.&Stn!eU SR80 | 1500000 | LOTIT ) SR2M1T | 24038 . | 2841630 6 4 B 6. | 2

Virginia, University of AL RO R i B < P T O o E . 44505 1 8 L2 O T B R -1 <

Wake Forent University™ ™ COATR LGOI TRIRGM USIRGY T LAMO | LAR2A80 5 2 40 2058 1,362 o
o Wachingian'and Lee 'niversity R T O T T (B 7 I - L oE0% | o606 o 38 10 Lisgh g 162 ‘
. 161 ‘ West £omila, Univensity of 205016 | JIAN L B | 18208 S 700633 e |86 o 3 | 48 wmo '

: West Vieginia, University of SUIR | wRN 2,0 4,800 1824638 . - 38 3 65 14,100 6,031
Wilkam& Mary College | 620200 | 456905 | 5605 | gm0 L1906 - | LIS | TS I $ ] 48 L
Winthrup College B AU O R R 11 B 123 A n | % 2508 L5

Source: Louisiana State Univefsity Library, 1'975‘.
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NOTES

1A volume wa deﬁned as a physical unit of any printed, t\pewntten, mimeog-
raphed, or processed work contained in one bxndmg or portiolio, hardbound or
paperbound, which has been cataloged, classified, and/or made ready for use.
Includes bound periodicals and government documents. Excludes microforms. .

*Total Library Expenditures includes all funds expended from restricted funds
(gift and grant monies) as well as unrestricted funds (state appropnated and
self-generated income). ‘

30Only the total of the college and university’s unrestricted funds (state approp-
‘riated and self-generated income) was used to compute the Ratio of lerar)
Expenditures to Total Expenditure of Institution. "

4Includes law’ school enrollment (464).

*Includes 33,000 for printing costs of Alabama Academy of & \cxence Jowrnal.
¢Includes Fringe benefits totaling 3104, 960.

TIncludes part-time students and professional :chool students totaling 2,348.
*Includes part-time students. -

*Figures include Lavw, Library School, De\ elopment Research School beranes.
and the main library (Strozer).

YIncludes 2 professional on grants.

MIncludes 16 clerical and sub-profess sional on grants.

1ncludes 634 special students.

13Volumes in Library. August 31, 1975.

'4Baton Rouge campus. Includes Law Library.

BIncludes 1,144 Law Students, 554 Medical Students, and .2.‘311 Graduate Stu-
dents.

181.7% including etpend:tures for the Ag'ncultura] Experiment Station and Exten-
sion Service: ?.4% excluding expenditures for the Agricuitural Experiment Sta-
tion and Extzazion Service.

17Figure represents pieces of material. not volumes.

**Enrollment—Spring termn 1975.

19Excludes uncataloged government documents.

¥Includes fringe benefits amountmg to 7%.

Estimated figure.

BIncludes cataloged microforms.

BFull-tim? equivalent-

#Includes Law Students. Full-time Equivalent.

Y
.,
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APPENDIX E

SOUTH CAROLINA COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

- »
ANNUAL LIBRARY STATISTICS, 1974-75 Fiscal Year
. . . '
OPERATING EXPENSES. 1974-75 LIBRARY COLLECTIONS (Fall T e eat)
- .
, ts = i
; =& g =
FOUR YEAR COLLEGES i s g3 e I F 0% -
. AND . 9 = -
UNTVERSITIES e . 5= " T T 28 £ 3 [ £
- ip -t £ .- £ EE £ & kss =
2 iu 15 = CcE B2 EE <= < EGJ =8
- z = o 2 cT 3 ' £ 3
& A% 22 & £ s2 0352 E 2 253 8§
Allen University ... ... .. ... 90,466.00- '§ 30,466.00 $ 57,000.00 $ 3,000. 2 3 6,400 53
.. Baptist College at Cbarlesto, .. 935323165 12812312 6921342  2,400. 55 13 10970 :’..:mtla
Beedict College ... .. .. ..... 366,841.00 23,083 241,17-.00 2,602, 55 7 16,403 1,603
Bob Jones University(s) .. ... . . 121,033.53 12,356.00 2 614. 1 T 23,0625 5,048
Central Wesleyan College . .. .. . 60,129.00 ,142.00 2,424.00 2 2 3 ceen
Citadel(b) ... ... . ...... 310,677.00 153.614.00 5,811.00 3 10 :
Claflin College .. ........... 207,908.62 105,504.63  3,075.55 4 6.5 10,800 1,181
Clemson University ... ... . 1,436,547.00 713,227.00 52,103.00 17 5 17,477 763
Coker Colleé; S 61,876.00 31.205.00 413.00 1 3 2,875 604
“College of Charleston(e} . .. .. 695,801.00 313,259.00 . 14.888.00 935 228 120,568 3,517.9
Columbia Bible College .. .. ...  59.394.00 11,302.00 1,300.00 36 23 4242 823
Columbia College ....... ... 150.672.00 52303.00 - 7.777.00 3 < $.930 1,181
Converse College .. ............ 14872500 11,635.00  4.230.00 33 6 4,382 1,487
. .Enkine College . ... ..... .... 8§3,839.23 43.359.38  1,171.49 2 43 5101 735
- Francis Marion College .. ... ... 521,839.10 504.505.49  8,933.88 T . 12 1061 1,807
Furman Univenity . R 792.00 147,23000 11,729.00 8 96 11404  7.671
. Lapder College . ...... 3.5 16374294  1,599.89 1 6 5,853 1,189
v tone College .. . .. ... 0. 12,6931 10847 2 12 2371 587
. Lutheran Theol. Sou. Seminary * 93. 2267331 2,898.31 2 1 800 118
. Medical Univenity of S. C. .-, 6. 179,694.00 - 20,000.00 105 205 4,000
Morris  College(d) R 8 19.6:3.00  1,000.00 25 13 2818 916 -
Newberry College 38475.00  2,640.00 n 4 3,750 849
Presbyterian  College 64.676.00  3.276. 30 350 3318 . 843
S. C. Stats College . .. ) 199,959.35  11,076. T 18 - 18550 2,735.2
Univensit, =+ S, C.(¢) . 3,608,493.00 1,562,627.00 80,415. 50 120 153,243 L
Vootl.eces Tollege 25.309.00 L0040, 846. 3 5 8,788 L1372
Winthrop College 630,426.00 218,553.00 10,776 11 16 54 4,437
. Woford College(f) 174,423.00 52,3435.00  6,728.0 5 5 7,578 995
*JUNTOR COLLEGES ‘ : i
- Andenon Junlor College .. 55.911.00 28,515.00 21,499.00 683.00 19,830 2,545 691 2 2 1,667 1,168
Clinton Junior College ... No Report Recelved : ’
!'.nenduh.ip Junior College .. No Report Received
N. Greenville Junior Collegs . 4731433 30,339.14 14,160.64  1,907.11 30,283 1,727 57 1 25 3171 1,052
Southern Methodi.: College .. No Report Recei :
Sparsnburg Methadist College 41,016.91 20,369.82 13,651.72 779.71 35,225 1,076 209 1 S5 2,500
TECHNICAL EDUCATION
CENTERS :
Aiken .. .. e e . 52,000.00 28,000.00 24,000.00 None 1,919 1,028 None 1 4 800 33718~
Chesterfield-Marlt oro .. ........ 44.303.43 21,617.71 20,112.76 None 11,794 1,060 4 1 1.5 500 ..
Florence-Dacliogter .. ....... 57.576.00 32,460.00 25.118.00 None 24,703 1,06 109 2 8 3,826 . 2,339
Creenville ,. . .. .......... 175,796.00 93,434.00 31.263.00 153.00 28,350 2,692 90 35 7 2,400 8,626
Homy-Georgetosn .. .. ..... 52,840.40 26,504.98 26,335.42 None 13,539 1,203 286 2 1 1,769 1,700
Midlands-Airport Campus . ..... .. 39,459.00 31,315.00 28,524.00 None 16,531 1,003 2,826 3 2 900 7,192
Aidlands-Beltline Campus .......  80,842.00 58.911.00 21,931.00 None 24,371 1.632 353 35 2 3,940 3,030
Orangeburg-Caltoun  ............  93,040.00 57.418.00 29,008.00 112.00 18445 2171 ] 55 - 6455 4,680
.. Piedmont P 52,981.96 29,309.75 23,672.21 None 13547 2,079 35 1 1.8 2,160 8,380
Spartanburg .. . .e.ee o ieiinn. 59,802.00 25,972.00 31,329.00 A 15,830 1.629 .. 1 2 740 1,864
umter .. ... . 44,131.00 20,038.00 24.093.00 ... .. 14000 1,500 ... 1 2 1,650, 863
TH-County . . e eeerienias 47,940.00 29,440.00 18,425.00 75.00 476 1,849 .. ag 8 1.800 ...
" Trdent-North Campus . ......... 136,460. 83,960.00 40,2515.C0 Noue 20,730 4,046 € 2 3 4,320 4,400
" Tridegt-Palmer Campus ......... 50.456.00 22018.00 28.438.00  ....... 13,494  1.828 14 5 1 9.360 ,700
YOrK .. ineiiiiiaeacaeaannn 38,859.00 15,632.00 20,227.00 None 13,530 674 140 12 1 4,091 3,974

(0 i WL Lo
udes Chemis . Lil ;
t¢) locludes Crice .\E’dne Biological Lahoratory Library and Towell Lesr-icz
{d) Tacludes The Learning Resource Center and Vvilson-Booker Science L
ve) Includes Aiken County Reglonal Campus, Aiken; Beaufort Regional Camp .
' {?a.qcns:ct; Salkehatchie Regional Campus, Allendale; Spartanburg Regins:.:
nioa.
¢ f) Includes Chemistry Library and Psychology Library.

Yiregurces Center.

Y. '
. Beaufort: Coastal Carolina Regional Campus, Conway; Lancaster Reglonal Campus
Campus, Spartapburg; Sumter Regional mpus, Sumtee; Union Regional Campus

 Source: South Carolina State Library, Sixth Annual Report,
- July 1, 1974-June 30, 1975.
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OPERAT'NG E’Q‘ENDU’U; IES 1974-73

l "
= l
al § E
54 y %
b ‘,‘6 1 L
EES 5 2% S
= K} 5 . g
D°‘ So © 3 8 i a3
o [ W -1 <z
Hegional Lihraries :
Abbeville-Greenwood .. ... ... ... ... .0 ..., 70,798  $ 152 13663 § W7,i¢5.23 8 19,27 ... '3,414.1%
Aiken-Bamberg-Barnwell-Edgefield  ................ . 139,841 12,335.98 183,b5.75 78, 45\‘ N 5,328.07
Allmdale-llumpton—]nspcr ........................ 37,455 49 691.25 ,228.08 10,585 .
Newberry-Saluda ... ... o o 43,501 78.895.05 39,623.52 20,373.43 5,091.61
County Libraries 100,000 & over )
Anderson COHMY Library .. .. . . ... ., 105,474 234,914,560 126,459.02 & 937.28
Charleston County L. mary .. .. ... ...... ....... 247,650 855,353.14 446,326.22 "l A
Greenville County Library e e ool 240,546  1,457,368.00 739,840.00 389,.07. v :
Richland County Libmey ... ........ ...... 233,568 776,194.88 458,145.53 188,075.03 5,115.96
Spartanburg County Library .. ... .. ..... .. 173,724 351,851.05 199,221.35 70,226.68 4,156.89
County Libraries 50,000 - 100,000 .
Beaufort Co)unty Library . . ..., ... ...... 51,138 136,771.866 80,404.57 27, E 6,098.55
Berkeley County Lihrary . ... . ... .. .. .., .. ... 56,199 90,452.94 56,880.01 20 ) . ..
Darlington_ County Libeary . . .7 11110 53,442 160,490.67 #2,018.04 25,300,634 2.388.79
Florence County Library .. ..., . 89,636 242,680.10 122.682.71 5..’.88.-‘:9 9,087.48

" Horry County Memorial Lll)mry .. 69,992 174,215.79 111,981,19 34,264.70 7408.%

" Lexington Couety Circulating Library 89,012 156,858.43 99,873.57 Q7
Orangeburg County  Free Llhrnry 69,789 107,951.68 681,144.42 53+,10
Pickens CountylLibrary . 58,956 131,946.55 70,507.96 a7, 359. 9" 4096
Sumter County Library 79,425 208,747.14 93,534.60 61,415.13 2.075.43°
Yurk County Library 85,216 237,330.23 120,511.94 55,500.40 4,203.24

County Libraries 25,000 - 50,000
Cherokee Co'mty Public Library . 36,791 126,616.18 59,248.23 19,891.00 6,436.0%
Chester County rree Fublic Librusy | 29,811 71,545.52 37,800.32 18,202.45 1.819.34 .
Chesterfield County Lihrary | 33,667 53,715.79 27,282.67 12,255.74 7.253 94 7

fClarendon County Libeary | . 25,604 9,359.56 e
Colleton County Memorial Library 27,622 69,634.13 40,629.00 16,621.08 4,034.53
Dillon. County Library .. .. 28,838 53.509.95 24,609.29 15,587.42 615.00
Dorchester County Library .. 32,278 35,134.28 17.268.06 8,593.72 1,239.22

4 Georgetown County Memorial Librar 33,500 135,317.06 38.366.72 24,130.86 1,8686.
"t Kershaw County Library Lo 34,727 111,0681.78 49,188.50 24,052.51 J40
' Lancnster County  Library 43,328 103,966.81 47,305.80 26,417.56
Lavrens Cuunty Lﬂxrary .. 49.713 109,333.97 87,591.18 22,437.81
Marion County Library . 30,270 99,699.16 51.394.02 25,557.27
Mariboro County P‘mhc l.lhmry 27,151 40,723.52 23.815.68 13,113.87
QOconee County Library . . 40,728 86,170.10 51,312.00 24,336.68
Union County Library 29.230 47.621.15 25.,297.42 8,896.37
Williamsburg County lerar\ 34,243 22511.52 6.744.78 6,932.63
County Libraries 25,000 & under ‘
. Calhoun Couniy Public Library .. = .. . ... 10.780 29.359.84 13,973.40 6,912 N% 312.37

' Fairfield Cour*y Library . 19,999 42.960.08 20.812.64 10,292 .1n 1,318.61
Lee _County Fublic . Librar 18,323 19,166,338 9,933.00 6,413.05 ..
McCormick Tovnty  Library . . 8,629 10,096.23 4,232.98 2,534.25

Municipal & Township Libraries
Chapin Memorial Library .. .. .. .. .. 38.080.41 22,165.00 12,849.07
Timrod Library (Summcrvxlle) e e RO RFPORT RECEIVED
South Carolina State Library .... .. .. ... .... e 736,211.00 97.278.00 .
TOTALS .......... . e e $7,220,769,13 $4.633.913.84 81,813,001.95 $ 84.843.88

® All 1974-75 statistics based on 1970 Census.

se Crnnb-ul-Axd figures may vary from thut shown on local reparts be-iuin of date of receipt of funds. Inchides '73, *74 and 75 funds. No om

# Liatendon served by Sumdier.

¢ ‘f'otal LSCA Incarme, including grants to libraries. County libs. < = 3.

Source:
July 1, 1974~June 30, 197s.
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APPENDIX F

SOUTH CAROLINA PUBLI LYIBRARIES
ANNUAL LIBRARY STATISTICS, 1974-75, Fiscal Year

BOOKSTOCK
[} )
i -} (
w 2 © ) é -
3 © v’é’ = 2 S wg 4] 3 A . 8
P - t~ o =
w5l I =l P B, B | 4 £x : 3
3l i3 ex3 | a2 . $% £5% 3 23 : £
| 348 S8 VRZ H KRS > =< z L
18,929.17 § 1337190 8 114.438.83 2 8 27,748.15 § §6,000.00 106,839 3,668 5 142
40,828.12 6.010.36 229,201.66 .. 91,938.51 11,769.00 146,979 11,084 19 325
10,877.33 . . 34.461.27 . 15,617.75 .. 52‘11._!'] 1,672 5 45
13,806.47 .. 54.040.68 18,943.51 .. 517.60 2,245 6 109
43,354,585 53,081.62 190,937.40 2 55,904.31 €1,000.00 120,550 11,725 11 22§
86,412.92 T0,9168.32 673.776.92 154.890.16 .. 327,741 20,669 33 486
288,446.00 39Y,875.00 1,143,585, 197,043,613 .o 311.175 37,424 et 1,232
113,319.96 13.534.40 683,752.90 “ 197,924 .46 . 247.638 20,751 31 680
76,172,13 2,075.00 267.662.56 1 93,716.49 180,487.00 190,375 13,678 a1 337
. 16,453.43 6,659.949 112.205.42 21,16..27 250,854.00 60,567 4.293 12 153
12,738.13 61.037.77 20.,867.1) o 42,943 3,392 4 124
51,777.20 121.777.11 . 106,859 1,783 24 277
55,621.42 187.217.72 540,588.00 97,679 0,347 iy 287
20.931.54 126.411.34 26,053.47 86,867 4.814 16 284
24,095.79 111,464.29 2.105.00 109,139 5,969 6 162
15,956.%2 77.810.11 15,951,00 45,874 4,715 5 67
33,398,093 37003 15,200.00 53,535 4.243 8 169
49,721.88 153,070.5% .. 64,660 7,086 15 184
45,131,580 11.882.85 176,148.54 101,954 9130 11 268
2084 1.44 20.199.44 1 .. 62,449 3,224 7 - 183
13,724.11 49.084.30 2,75 .. 39,322 2,657 9 127
10,428.67 2,494,577 36,936.34 . 5,932.08 28,200 2,298 8 64
9,359.56 8.206.00 .. . 83,700 7.086 15 184
¥,349.14 53.551.63 .. 47,851 4,229 6 6§
5,725.91 697233 35.000.00 . 16,083 2,299 G- 136
6,815.43 1.217.91 22,768.05 12,000.00 24,689 1,225 3 37
5.933.89 63.219.14 118,582.80 59,375.80 43,082 4.894 10 11¢
11,027.04 26, 44446 $0,456.84 . 70.980 31,554 11 120
25,332.72 72.921.66 5,000.00 47,236 4,147 4 130
11,890.83 . 79.260.02 . .. 69,257 4,455 8 118
14,214.88 . 01 78,124.75 3 . K .. 27,592 3.876 10 121
2.427.43 H61.45 28.050.00 .. 12,276.56 7258 30,038 2,100 7 77
8,881.04 5£5.11.39 . 15,728.34 66,491 4,313 5 114
13,201.74 . A7,152.76 3.50 10,253.45 31,300.00 22,694 2,102 5 100
8,696.19 . 11,850 00 .. 11,985.05 . 15,112 830 5 43
7.537.94 104.08 23.438.74 .. 39,558 . 1,408 6 -50
8,516.2C 2.020.44 32.381.00 3 178,000.00 27,814 1,351 4 89
2,820.33 . 12,733.00 . 3,500.00 18.632 921 11 48
3,329.00 . .. 5,6061.98 .. 6,617 [i1.18 1 20
3,066.34 . 37,525.50 o .. . 21,749 1,882 10 69
. . +40,06.4.00 N . R 119,570 ' . s 1,254
220,091.53 $ 311,311.93 $ 6,141.280.656 . $ 1.414.880.8¢ S 1.505.967.90 3,204,396 231,888 436 8,608

ction Grants inc” uled.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BELISTERZD USERS

CIRCLLATION

INTERLIBRARY LOANS

e

f{

] ¥ :
3 D g<d 3 R
K 2 & g gE L oEwE pE | €Y
3 E 3 : a3 £y e | g3 57 | £
3 : g : g 5§ | 3 bk i 4
B 2 & 2 38 s & EE Za
2,071 906 201,078 84,480 14 % 95 2,617 4 1
42,564 454,745 163,265 28 8 459 .. 10 1
7,900 3.700 14,147 19,629 4 .. 1,500 450 . 1
9,987 3,094 131.378 15,815 14 12 124 5,384 2 !
20,680 8204 3511 147,729 14 1 327 3,517 7 1
71,622 . 717,998 311,844 28 10 319 68,202 3 2
) L 916034 ) 28 88 197 72,607 8 6
18,778 3,729 731,504 281,166 21 16 777 15,112 ] 2
42,319 19313 5185538 244,630 28 5 219 4,120 3 2
13.463 83,318 25,165 14 2 152 .. 1 1
2,898 984 107,968 35,501 14 . 144 .. 3 1
20,401 8,979 151,174 69,033 14 2 371 6,220 3 1
30,308 15,503 218,642 49,761 . 14 1 808 22,571 4 2
19,781 186,965 48,679 21 7 219 ‘5,956 L 1
43,370 23,265 139,278 90,128 - 14 3 52 ‘8,641 4 1
4,500 3.431 139,386 49,687 14 .. 317 .. 2 1
22,189 9,981 174,614 55,020 28 5 544 10,200 4 1
14,982 4,287 171,04; 60,217 14 .. .. .. .. .
13,238 4755 2190198 94,469 14 122 195 5,947 \ i
8,782 . 115,802 40,162 14 27 211 2,850 1 1
7,303 2.962 T7.548 33,365 14 15 332 3,301 1 1
7132 2.930 41,900 14,317 14 ) 823 . 2 ..
- 632 213 19,935 7,397 14 8 421 2,912 -
6,845 3,004 93,570 34,116 14 141 4,202 ..
19,529 12,559 51,094 14,379 21 367 .. 2
5,168 3,092 36,796 - ~15,924 14 363 8,771 ..
3,557 o 60,094 25,173 14 557 . 2
7.417 110,453 31.058 14 5 493 . 1
11,147 3.890 101,496 38,557 14 .. 173 . ..
18,139 111,788 54,601 14 256 . 2
7,021 51,803 22,731 14 1 28 313 2
5,657 1,078 62,238 235,935 14 . 144 .. ..
5313 109,263 30,041 28 20 145 5,255 3
3.936 1.337 30,926 ,231 28 1 107 .. ..
4,087 2.081 17,578 6,016 14 .. 142 .. .
2,372 1,135 40,234 21,768 14 4 198 05 1 1
4,464 2.440 42,110 11,113 14 .. 322 929 1 1
3.941 34,570 9,461 14 43 LS .. 1
989 476 4,462 1.937 14 108 620 ..
8.802 76.528 14,846 28 ..
\ 26,346 13,888 y 7,001 .. ..
531,443 135,349 6,882,746 2,322,646 14,246 11,949 255,744 78 42

ok o ok ok ot ok et et o -
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AFPENDLX G

1975 ()l'ENlNC FALL ENROL l.MENTS

{Source: Opemng Fall Enrollment”,

Higher Education General Information Sunv_\. USOE)

Graduate & Ist

Undergraduate Professions! | Total?
Institution T HC® T nc FT Hno
Public Senior
The Citade] 2083 241 921 2183 3152
Clemson . 4.25% 5.376 2,565 9.1m 1.213
Callege ot (. lullrﬂ-m 3 654 5.00 28 347 1.359
Francis Maraon 16 2 Iy 150 2 hsl
Lander 1,415 1 661 - 1.31% 1.66)
Mediedd U mu-ml) oS e w2 924 210 1.795 1.465
S C State 2.6:2 274 C 616 2897 3519
USC Man (".\m;l-n 12,185 11679 5.353 1551 23101
USC . Aken. . 916 t e A)- Gis 1.31%
USC . Coastad C .mlluu 1 - L1137 L
V.S €. Spartanturg 1.10 -0- 1212 15%
Wintheap . R 2.0 1157 2.561 3 'ﬁ‘
Subtatal Pulihic Senor RoXirys 15407 15.264 L VRT H '!.)9 :
Regional Campuses (U.5.C)
Allendale . ... . In6 295 -0- 0. 15 2435
Beantugt . ..., - . 159 353 0 3RS
Lancaster . .. N PN 394 i it T
Midlands ... . L 932 1,275 937 1L.2%0
Sumter .. ... . . e e s 392 58
Ui . .. .. P 03 2% 22 292
Sll‘)lnll'—~l' S . ﬂrgmﬂl’ o 2.2%9 3. -0-, -0 2 'H’ L%
Technical Ed: S TS ' . Lo
Aken .., . . 325 06 325 06
Beaulort ... . . . .. 254 S4h 254 M
Chesterfi eld \hrllmm o L 623 he3 ) ) 623 673
Deamark - .. . P BN 1h2 182 152 142
Horrn(&l)nlmmun e . 1.268 1.961 1.269 1,961
SGreepsslle ... . . . 3.487 .21 505 0 T2
Homy Cenrxrlmn 542 629 . Sa 622
Medlands ..., e e 2.735 3224 ' 2m 1223
Orangebarg-Calhonn .. . .. ., oy 1019 SOy 1.019
Piedmont ., . . . 7 1.062 ‘ o7 162
Spartanburg R 339 33 319 555
Sumter ... . N P 295 367 295 w7
Tri-Connty ... . T 1.4 L9975 R R | 8 e
Trident PR . - 2.237 asn 2217 ¥
w nllum\hnrz L A 25 M . 25 39
Yook .. . ..., . . kLY 986 TN Y56
Subtota (Tec hm(d l'.duuhun :
Institatwony: . Ih.050 26244 -0- -0 FLRP Y 2628
Swistotal Public o 5k 406 san bR 13 268 htlty Yl e
Pris ate Sen‘or .
Allen ... o 6% [0V] -0- -0. 694 w7
Baptt . . ... .. .. .. . ' Lo 2.2 0. KR 1.297 25w
Benedwt. .., . . . 1.615 1626 -0- -Ah 1615 1.626
‘ Bob Junes . B X S TS 104 183 3902 1149
Cezial “’ﬂlr)an . . o 316 364 O Kix k31 N6
Claflin . . P 9« [ ) Q- ) =3 923
Coker ... . . . #3 524 LA o 104 515
Columbua Bihl= .. | 60 9 Lo 1S A0 9
Colimbua Collegy . . 7 iy - i 6 Mk
Comverse ... .. ) o . kit T 32 ™9 k) 522
Erskine. ... .. | . . 710 27 30 o0 W |
Fueman . . . . o 2028 2260 15 16 2.069 2353
Limestine ... .. B 1] 573 o o 465 47
Lutheran Thmlngu .|l e 0 0. 123 149 123 156
© Morns L L e e 515 bin 0 -0- 561 513
Newberry ... . ... 0 L0029 LoNas 0 0 830 556
CPeedytertan ... . L . L "2 H2K D -0- 424 550
Southem Methodut . .. . . [:+] 76 0 N 69 K
Vorhees . ... .. . o Lo Lo14 B o ron 1.018
Wolford ........... .. ... . 94 861 D -0- m 979
Subtntal PyvnateSetanr. ... . ... . AT6TL ' 20,006 2 916 l9 20 21,40
Junior Colleges
Andenon ... ... : 1.063 1.23} -0 -0- 1.063 1231
Chnton . ., .., . . 194 19% 198 196
Frnendshyp ... ... o 292 294 fed 294
NorthCreemalle. ........... . .., 538 596 3% 598
Spartanburg Methodist ... ... ... 92 [ p L.161
Subtotal Private Jumar ... ... ...  3.00 3.470 -0 -0- 3.030 3,462
Subtotal Private ... ........ L. 20701 23,509 _ 121 915 22,050 25,262
TOTALALLINSTITUTIONS .. ... 0T 6T 58 1684 BEI9D 116,408

¢ Foll Tane Sidents

2 Student Heador.m

2 The totais =r own may alio include Lsclassified students not utherwise appearing in any of the _revious columns.
¢ Excludes 34 1 i, oms and Residents

¥ Enrollme 't in prgiains Trom which uanificant credit can be franderred to baccalaureate degree programs.
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A ‘ TECHNICAL EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS OPENING ENROLLMENTS
o FALL. 1975

(Source: "Opening Fall Enrollment”,
Higher Education Ceneral lnformahon Survey, USOE)

Noo-Degree
Technical Educetion natitution Degrec Credit Credit Total!
- FT HC FY HC FT HC

Aken ... e e e s 23 1392 555 1084
Ve Beanfart .. . e e e 254 297 532 555 . L120
ﬂ«'nﬂfwld \!arllmm o 623 135 143 738 815
Denmark . . L . 152 601 1 8§13 875
Florence- I')ulmgum . e 1,268 553 L 1,522 2,368
Creenville AR 5.147 335 + 5.522 7.641
Horny -Ceargetown ., .. 542 400 BT 942 1.013
Midlands . .. . . 2335 H95 171 3.630 5,395
()nngrburg( allmun 508 T 601 1,396 1.620
Predmont . . L K87 04 #40 1,556 . 1,902
Swzianbum e e e 518 659 1,047 1.198 1,902
Sumter . . .. .. A . 295 204 405 579 kgt
TrnCounty ... .. IUURUDURDNUDENES K | 1 366 578 1.7 2.5%
Todent .. . 2.237 665 1,253 2.905 5,024
Wilhamaburg . J 25 173 554 198 597
York . . . A K s 645 1.270 1.63¢
TOTAL. .. .. e e 15010 7. 537 10.337 25,577 36,545

s hg\ur\ for these astitntions mddude only those students envolled i regulas curnculas prugum; Not Gncluded are
enrollnients 1n Special Schools, Federal \lanrmer Programus. lowr sub-contracted S
Programs. Persoual Interest ampses, courses lor Occupational Advancement, Basic Sludvﬂ.and(- E.D.
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APPENDIX H

Location of Postsecondary Educational Institutions
in South Carolina

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

SENIOR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
1--The Citadel
2--Clemson University
3--College of Charleston
4--Francis Marion College
5--Lander College
6--Medical University
7--South Carolina State College
8--University of South Carolina
9--Winthrop College

REGIONAL CAMPUSES OF U.S.C.
10--Aiken*
11--Allendale
12--Beaufort
13--Coastal Carolina*
14--Lancaster
15--Midlands
16--Spartanburg*
17--Sumter
18~-Union

TECHNICAL EDUCATION CENTERS
AND COLLEGES
19--Aiken TEC
20«~-Beaufort TEC
21--Chesterfield-Marlboro
Technical College
22--Denmark TEC
23--Florence-Darlington
Technical College
24--Greenville Technical
College
25--Horry-Georgetown
Technical College
26--Midlands Technical College

. 26.1--Airport Campus

26.2--Beltline Campus
27--Orangeburg-Calhoun
Technical College

* Indicates a four-year regional
campus of U, S.C.

?8--Piedmont Technical College
29--Spartanburg Technical College
30--Sumter Area Technical College
31--Tri-County Technical College
32--Trident Technical College

32. 1--North Campus

32. 2-.-Palmer Campus
33--Williamsburg Vocational, Technical,

and Adult Education Center
34--York Technical College

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

SENIOR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

35--Allen University
36--Baptist College
37--Benedict College
38--Bob Jones University

" 39--Central Wesleyan College

40--Claflin College
41--Coker College
42--Columbia Bible College
43--Columbia College
44--Converse College
45--Erskine College

 46--Furman University

47--Limestone College
48--Lutheran Theological Semmary
49--Morris College

50--Newberry College
51--Presbyterian College

52 --Southern Methodist College

' 53--Voorhees College

54--Wofford College

JUNIOR COLLEGES

55--Anderson College
56--Clinton Junior College
57--Friendship Junior College
58- North Greenville College

59--Spartanburg Methodist College
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APPENDIX ‘I

Standards for College Libraries

Approved as policy by the Board of Directors
of the Association of College and Research Li-
braries, on July 3, 1975. These Standards su-
persede and replace the 1959 “Standards for
College Libraries” (College & Research Li-
braries, July 1959, p.274-80).

Introduction

Since the beginning of colleges libraries have
been considered an essential part of advanced.
learning. Their role has ever been to provide
access to the human records needed by mem-
bers of the higher education community for the
successful pursuit of academic programs. Total
fuifillment of this role, however, is an ideal

which has never been and probably never will |

be attained. Libraries can therefore be judged
only by the degree 1n which they approach this
ideal. Expectations inoreover of the degree of
total success that they should attain are widely
various, differing from institution to institution,
fron individual to individual, from constituen-
cy to constituency. It is this diversity of expec-
tations that prompts the need for standards.

The Standards hereinafter presented do not
prescribe this unattainable ideal. They rather
describe a realistic set of conditions which, if
fulflled, will provide an adequate’ library pro-
gram in a college..They attempt to synthesize
and articulate the aggregate experience and
judgment of the academic library profesnon as
to adequacy in library resources, secrvices, and
facilities for a college community. They are.in-
tended to apply to libraries serving academic
programs at the bachelors and masters degree
levels. They may be applied also to libraries
serving universities which grant fewer than ten
doctoral degrees per year.® They are not de-
signed for use in two-year colleges, larger uni-
versities, independent professional schools, spe-
cialized programs or other atypical institutions.

These Standards are organized on the basis
of the major functions and components-of-li-
brary organization and services and are ar-
ranged as follows:

1." Objectives
_ 2. Collections
3. Organization of Materials
4. Staff - .
5. Delivery of Service

. Specxﬁcnlly these Stand.uds address them-
selves to institutions defined by the Camegie
Commission on Higher Educahon as Liberal
Arts Colleges I and II' and Comprehenswe
Universities and Colleges 1 and 1I, in A Classi-
fication of Institutions of ngher Education

( Berkeley, Cal., 1973).
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8. Facilities
7. Administration
8. Budget

A brief explanatory exegesis "is appended to
each Standard, citing the reasons for its inclu-
sion and prov:dmg suggestions and comments
upon its implementation. Complete background
considerations for these commentaries may be
found in the literature of librarianship.

. There are a number of additional areas -
wherein standards are felt to be desirable when
it is possible to prepare them, but for which no
consensus among librarians is apparent at this

- time. These include measures of library effec-

tiveness and productivity, the requisite extent
and configuration of non-print resources and
services, and methods for program evaluation.
Research and experimentation should make it
possible, ‘however, ' to prepare standards fo:-
them at some fnmre hme

STANDARD 1:
OBJECTIVES OF THE LiBRARY

1  The college library sholl develop an explicit
statement . of its objectives in accord with
the goals aud purposes of the college.

1.1 The decelopment of library objectives shall
be the responsibility of the library staff, in
consultation with students, members of the
teaching faculty, and administrative of-
ficers.

" 1.2 The statement of library objectices shall be

reciewed periodically and recised as need-
ed. :

Commenlary on Slandard 1

The administration and faculty of every col-
lege have a responsibility to examine from time .
to time their education programs and to define
the purposes and goals of the institution. Mem-
bers of the library faculty share in this exercise,
and they have thereafter the responsibility  to
promote libra~ service consistent with institu-

. tional aims =thods. Successful fulfillment

of this lattes . nslbxllt) can best be attained

- when a clear and licit statement of deriva-

tive library objective, is prepared and promul-
gated so that all members of the college com-
nwnity can understand and evaluate the ap-
propriateness and effectiveness of library activ-
ities.

Prep:\rauon of library objectives is an obliga-

tion of the library faculty with the assistance
of the rest of the library staff. In this effort,
however, the library should seek in a formal or

structured way the advice and guidance of stu-
dents, of members of the teaching faculty, and -
of administrative officers. - Library objectives



should be kept curreat throngh periodic review
and revision as o

In preparing its statement of objectives, the
library staff should consider the evolution in re-
cent decades of new roles for the American col-
lege library. Although the college library con-
tinnes as in the past to serve as the repository
for the printed information needed by its pa-

trons, its resources have now been extended to.

embrace new forms of recorded information,
and its proper purpose. has been enlarged
through changes in the scope of the curriculum

and by new concepts of instruction. Thus it

now serves also as a complementary academic
capability which affords to students the oppor-
tunity to augment their classroom experience
with an independent avenue for learning be-
vond the course offerings of the institution.
Even this instructional objective of the library,
however, mr-t be conceived and formulated

within thr - -3il academic purpose:of the col- -

lege.
STANDARD 2:
- TaE COLLECTIONS

The library’s collections shall comprise
all corpuses of recorded information
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ouned by the college for . educational,

inspirational, and recreational purposes,
including multi-dimensional, aural, - pic-
torial, and print materials.

2.1 The library shall provide quickly. a high
percentage of such materials needed by
its patrons. . } ‘

2.1:1 The amount of print.materials to be thus

- provided shall be determined by a for-
mula (See Formula A) which takes
into account the nature and extent of the
academic program of the institution, its
enrollment, and the size of its teaching
faculty. e .

‘Commentary on Standard 2

The records ofsintellectual endeavor appear.
in a wide range of formats. Books represent ex-
tended reports of scholarly investigation, com-

“pilations of findings, creative works, and sum-

maries’ prepared for educational purposes. The
journal has become the comsmtn medium for
scientific communication and ‘::uatly represents

. more recent informaticn. Scientific reports in

near-print form are becoming an even faster
means of research communication. Documents
represent compilations of information prepared
by governmental agencies, and newspapers con-
tain the systematic recording of daily activ-
ities throughout the world, Co :

Many kinds of communication can be better
and sometimes faster accomplished throu:gh
such non-print media as films, slides, tapes, ra-

dio and television recordings, and realia. Mi-

FORMULA A—

be calculated cumulatively):

The formula_ for calculating the number of  relevant print volunies (or microform
volume-equivalents) to which the library should provide pronipt access is as follows (to

1. Basic Collection . . . . . . . 85,000 vols
3. Allowance per FTE Faculty Member . 100 vols.
3. Allowance per FTE Student: e e e e 15 vols.
4. Allowance per Undergraduate Major or Minor Field® . . . . . . 330 vols.
5. Allowance per Masters Field, When No Higher Degree is Offered in ‘

the Field* . . . . . .. . . . . . . ... 6,000 vols.
6. Allowance per Masters Field, When a Higher Degree is Offered in the

Field® . . . . . . . .« . .. . . . . . . . . 3000 vols.
7. Allowance per 6th-year Specialist Degree Field® . . . . . . . - 6000 vols.
8. Allowance per Doctoral Field® . .o . 25,000 vols.

A-“volume” is defined as a physical unit of any printed, typewritten, handwritten, mimeo-
graphed, or processed: work contained in one binding or portfolio, hardbound or paper-
bound, which has been cataloged, classified, and/or otherwise prepared for- use. For
purposes of this calculation microform holdings should be included by converting them to
volume-equivalents. The number of volume-equivalents held in microform should be
determined either by actual count or by an averaging formula which considers each reel
of microform as one, and five pieces of uny other icroformat as one volunie-equivalent.

Libraries which can provide promptly 100 percent as many volumes oz volume-equivalents

as are called for in this formula shall, in the matter of quantity, be graded A. From 80-99

percent shall be graded B; from 65-79 percent shall be graded C; and from 50-61 percent
. shall be graded D.

* See Appendix I, “List of Fields.”
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crophotography is an aceeptid weans of com-
pactivg many kinds of records fur preservation
and  storage. Recorded  infonmation nay. abso
cowe ju the form of manuscripts, archives, ‘aid
unichine-readable data bases. Eadh medinm of
cownnication  provides nnigque dimensions for
the trimsmission of infonuation, wand cach tends
to complemeat the others. ‘

This juherent unity of recorded infornution,

ad the fundamental commonality of its social

ntility, require that regardless of fornmat, all

Linds of recorded information needed for aca-
demie purposes iy an iustitution  be selected,
acquired, arganized, stored, and delivered for
nse within the library. In this way the institu-
tiow'’s infonnation resourees can best be articu-
lated and bataucrd for the greatest benefit of
the entire counnunity.

1t is less important that a college hold legal
title to the quantity of library naterials called
for in Fornmla A thau it be able to supply
the ammount  guickly—say  within fifteen min-
wtes—as by contract with an adjacent iustitn-
tion ur by some other means. An institution
which arranges to meet all or part of its library
responsibilitics in this way, however, must take
care that in doing so it not create supernpmer-
ary or nnreimbursed costs for another iustitu-
tion and that the materals so made available
are relevant to its own students” newds.
~.8ince a library book collection once devel-
uped, and then allowed to Linguish. lises its util-
ity very rapidly, continuity of collection devel-
opment is essential. Experience has shown that
cven after collections have attained  sizes re-
quired by this Standard, they can seldom re-
tain their requisite ntility without sustaining an-
naal gross growth rates, before withdeawals, of
at least Rve percent.

Higher education has thus far ludd too little
eapericnce with non-print library waaterials to
permit  tenable, gencralizations to be made
whant “their  guantitative  requirements. Since
conscusis has not 'yt been attained amone ed-
ueators as to the range, eatent, and” configura-
tion of non-print services which it is appropri-
ate for college libraries to olfer, no generally
applicable formulas are possible here, Bt is ass
sued, however, that every  wulleze library
shoudd have nou-print resources approprinte to
institational needs.

The goal of college library collction devel-

opntent shoudd be quality rather thao quuntity

A collection imay be said to have quality for its’

purpose only ta the degree that it possesses a
portion of the bibliograpby of cacli discipline
tanght, apropriate in quaitity hoth to the level
at which vach is tanght-ond to the ouaber of
staddents and Fealty members who wse it. Qual-
ity and quantity are separable only iw theory:
it is possible to luve gquantity - withont quidity;
it is nut possible to his e quality: withont guan-

1T

tity defived in relation to the purposes of the
institution. No easily applicable criteria ave
been developed, however, for measuring qual
ity in library collections.

The best way to assure gquality in a college
library collection is togain it at peiot of inpat.
Thus rigorous discritnination in the selection of
materials to he added to the library's holdings,
whether as purcluses or gifts, is of considerable
importance, Care shonld  Ixe exerted to sclect
a substantial portion of the titles listed in the
standard, scholarly bibliographies reflecting the
curricnlum arcas of the college and supporting
general ficlds of knowl- "+« A number of such
subjects lists for college i s have been pre-
pared by learned . associcicoms, Amoug general
bhibliographics Books f Zollepe Libraries is
usceful especially for pui s of identifying im-
portant retrospective tiths. For cnment addi-
tions, provision should be made to acquire o
majority of the significant new pubilications re-
viewed in Choice. Generons attention . should
be given abo to standanl works of refereuce
and to hibliographicid tools: which provide ace-
cess to the broad range of scholurly sonrces as
listed in Winchell's Guide to Reference Books,
Institutionna] needs vany so widely for periodical
holdings that quuantitative standards cannot be
written for them at this e, bat ju general it
is pood practice for a library to own any title
that -is needed more than six tioes per year.
Several good handlists Lave been prepanad of
perindical titles appropriate for college collee-
tious. ‘

College library collictions shonld be evaluat-
ed contivnosly against stundard bibliographices
and against records, of their use, for purposes
both of adding to the collections and ideutify-
ing titles for prampt withdrawal once they hane
ontlived their nsefulues to the college progroan.,
No book should be retained ina college library
for which a clear puqwse; is not evident in
terms of the institution’s current or anticipated
academic progran:. when snel clear pumpose
is Jackivg, a book shondd be retired fran the
vallections. ‘ o

Although in the Lt analysis the library stall
must be respousible for the scape and content
of the collections, it can Inst falfill this respou-
sibility with sabstantial belp and vonsultation
from the teaching Faculty and from stadents. Of
greatest benefit to the library is continuing fac-
ulty assistanee in definine the literatore regnire-
nients of the conrses i the curricalm, defini-
tions which shioudd take the form of written se-
lection policies. In addition, members of the
teaching faculty may participate in the selec-
tion of individual tithes to be oltained. 1t this
latter activity, however, is carried ont Lagely
by the library, then the teacliug faculty shoald
review the books acguired both for their ap-
propriateness and the guiality of their coutents.
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STANDARD 3:
ORCANIZATION OF MATERIALS

3 Library collections shall be organized by
nationally approced concentions and ar-

ranged for cfficient retrieval at time of -

need.
3.1 There shall be a union catalog of the li-

brary’s holdings that permits identifica-

tion of items, regardless of format, by an-
thor, title, and subject. .

3.1.1 The catalog may be deceloped cither by
a single library or jointly among seteral
iibraries.

3.1.2 The catalog shall be in a format that can

be consulted by a number of people con-
currently and at time . of need.

3.1.3 In addition to the catalog there shall also
be requisite subordinate files, such as
serial records, shelf lists, authority files,
and indexes to nunmonographic materi-
als.

3.2 Except for certain categories of material

ed by form, library materials shall be ar-
ranged on the shelves by subject.

3.2.1 Patrons shall have direct access to- li-
brary materials on the .shc’ws

Commentary on Standard 3

The acquisition alone of library materials
comprises only part of the task of providing
access to them. Collections must be indexed

.- and systematically arranged on the shelves be-

fore their efficient identification and retrieval
at time of need, which is an important test of
a good library, can be assured. For most li-
brary materials this indexing can best be ac-
complished through the development of a union
catalog with jtems entered in accord with es-
tablished national or international bibliograph-
ical conventions, such as rules for entry, de-
scriptive cataloging. filing, classification, and
subject headings. ’

Opportunities of several kinds exist for the
cooperative devilopment of the library’s cata-
log, through which economy can be gained in
its preparation. These include the use of cen-

tralized cataloging by the Library of Congress .

and the joint compilation of catalogs by a num-
ber of libraries. Joint catalugs can take the form
of card files, book catalogs, or computer files.
Catalogs jointly developed, regardless of for-
mat, can satisfy this Standard provided that
they can be consulted—under author, title, or
subject-—by a number of library patrons con-
currently at their time of need. Catalogs should
he subject to continual editing to keep them
abreast of modern tenninology, c¢nrrent tech-
wology. and contemporary- practice.

Proper organization of the collections will
alio require the maintenance of a number of

subordinate files, such as authority‘ files and
shelf lists, and of complementary catalogs, such

‘as serial records. Information contained in these.
files should also be available to library usem.

In addition, some library materials such as jour-
nals, documents, and microforms are often in-

" dexed centrally by commercial or quasi-com-

mercial agencies, and in such cases access
should be provided to those indexes as needed,
whether they be in publnhed or computer~
based format.

Materials should be arranged on the shelves
by subject matter so that related . information
can be consulted together. Some kinds of ma-
terials, however, such as maps, microforms, and

* non-print holdings, may be awkward to inte-

grate physically because of form and may be

- segregated from the:main collection. Other ma-
terials, such as rarities' and manuscripts or ar-

chives, may be segregated for purposes of se-

- curity. Materials in exceptionally active wuse,

such ‘as bibliographies, works of reference, and

which are for contenience best segregat- ° assigned - readings, may be kept separate to

facilitate access to them. Except in such cases,
however, the bulk of the collections should be

classified and shelved by subject in open stack

areas so as to permit and encourage browsing.

STANDARD 4:
STAFF

4 The library staff skall he of adequate size

and quality' to meet agreed-upon objec-
tives.

4.1 The staff shall comprise quahﬁqd librari- - -

ans, skilled . supportive * personnel, and
part-time assistants serving on an hourly
basis.

4.2 The marks of a librarian shall include a
graduate library degree from an ALA-ac-
credited program, respousibility for du-
ties of a professional nature, and partici-
pation in professional library affairs be-
yond the local campus.

4.2.1 The librarians of a college shall be or-

ganized as an academic department—or.

in the case of a unicersity, as a school—
and shall administer themselves in ac-
cord with ACRL “Standards for Faculty

Status for College and Unicersity Li-

hrarians” (See Appendix 11).

4.3 The number of. librarians required shall
be determined by a-formula (Formula

B, helow) which takes into account the

enroliment of the college and the size and
growth rate of the collections.
4.3.1 There shall be an appropriate balance of
effort amoug librarians, supportive per-
" sounel, and part-time assistauts, so that
every staﬁ member._is employed as nearly
as rossicle commensurate with his library
tra.,ing, experience, and capability.
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4.4 Library policies and procedures concern-

ing staff shall be in accord with sound
personnel manczemern: practice.

Cummentary on Standard 3

The college library will r<ed a staff compris-
ing librarians. supportive sersonnel, ‘and part-
time assistants to carry out its stated ob)etmes
The librarian has acquired through training in

- a gradnate library school aa understanding of

the principles and theories cf selection, acquisi-

_tion, .organization, interpretation, and ‘adminis-

tration of library resources. Supportive staff
nmembers have normally received specialized or
on-the-job training for particular assignments
within the library; such aisiznments can range
in complexity from relatvely routine or busi-
ness functions to hizhly technical activities of-
ten requiring university dezrees in Belds other
than librarianship. Well managed college li-
hraries also utilize some part-time assistants,

many of whom are stadeats. Although they

must often perform repctitive and more per-

functory  work, given good training and ade-

quate experience such assistants ¢an often per-’

form at relatively skilled kvels and constitute
an important segment of the library team.

Work assignments, both to these several lev-
els and to individuals. st.oc!d be carefully con-
ceived and allocated so that all members of the
library staff are emploved ;5 nearly- as possible
commensurate with ther Ebrary training, ex-
perience,. and capability. This will mean that
the librarians wifl seldom cumprise more than
":*3.3 percent of the total FTE library staff..

The librarians of a colez: comprise the fac-

*‘ulty of the library and should organize and ad-

minister theinselves-as any other departmental
faculty in the college tor in the case of the uni-
versity, the library faccity is equivalent to a
school faculty, and skould. covem itself accord-
ingly). In either case, kowaver. the status, re-

. 'sponsibilities, perquisites, sad governance of

the library: faculty shal! be fully recognized and

-supported by the parent insttution, and it shall

function in accord with the ACRL “Standards -
for Facnlt\ Status for Colle"e and l.'m\ersm
Librarians.” ‘
The stalf represents ne of the hbran s most
important assets in support of the instructional
program of the college. Careful attention is
therefore reqgnired to .proper personnel. manage-
ment policies and procedures. Whether admin-
istered centrally for the ‘college as a whole or -
separately within the library, these policies and
practices must be based upon' sound, contem-
porary -management understanding consistent
-with the goals and purposes of the institution.

: Thxs will mean that:

l. Recruitment methods shonld be based
upon a careful ‘definition of positions to be
filled, utilization of a wide range of sources,
quahﬁcahons based upon job requirenients, and
objective evaluation of credentials. ‘

2. Written provedures should be followed
in matters of appointment, prnmohon tennre.‘
dismissal, and appeal.

3. Every staf member should be mformed
in writing as to the scope of his responsibilities
and the individual to whoin he is.responsible.

" 4. Classification and pay plans should give

recognition to the nature of the duties per-
formed, training and  experience required, and
rates of pay .and benefits of other po,mons re- .
quiring equivalent background.
" 5. There should be provided a structured .
program for the orientation and training of new
staff members and " opportunities for the con-
tinuing education of existing staff.

6. Supervisory staff should be selected on the
basis of job knowledge and human relations
skills .and provide training in these responsibil-
ities as needed. o

7. Systems should be maintained for periodic
review of employee performance and for recog-
nition of achievement. - :

8. Carcer opportunities: and counsehng
should be made available to librany- st.lﬂ' ment-
bers at all levels aml in all depasrtinents.” ™

'FORMULA B—

calculated cumulatively «:

of requirements warrant 1 D.

The nmnber of lnbr:ma.o reqmred by the college shall be wmputed as follows (to be -

For each 300. or fraction thereof, FTE students .up to 10,000
For each 1.000 cr fraction thereof, FTE students 'above 10,000
For each 100.000 volemes. or fraction thereof, in the collection
For each 5,000 volumes. or fraction thereof, added per yeur

Libraries which provide 100 percent of these formula requirements can, when they are
supported by sufficient cther staff members, consider themselves at the A level in tenms of
stalf size; those that provide 75-99 percent of these requirenients" may rate themsehes as B;
those with 35-74 percert of requirements quahfy for a C; and those with 40-34 percent

~.:. 1 librarian
1 librarian
1 librarian
1 librarian
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STaNDARD 5:
DELIVERY OF SERVICE

‘s The college library shall establish and

maintain & range and quality of sercices
that will promote the academic program
of the institution and encourage optimal
library use. : ‘

5.1 Proper, service shall include: the provi-
sion ¢f continuing instruction to patrons
in the effectice exploitation of libraries;
the guidance of patrons to the library ms=-
terials they need; and the procision of in-
formation to patrons as apyropriate.

52 Library materials shaii be circulsted to
qualified patrons urder e<iitable policies

and for as long.periods as pcssible with-..

out jeopardizing their availability to oth-

ers. ‘
5.3.1 The arailability of rexdi:g materials shall
be extended uhererer possible by the

protision of inexyr:sive means of photo-

copying.
5.2 The qudlity of the collections acuilable
locaily to potrons shall- be enhanced

through the use of “National Interlibrary .
Loan Code 1968° (See Appendix ‘II)-

and other cooperative agreements which
procide reciprocal access so multidibrary
resources.

53 The hours of public access to the materi-
als on th~ shelves, to the study facilities
of the libiury, and to the library staff,
shall be consistent with reasoncble de-
mand, both during the normal siudy
week and during weckends and vacation
periods. :

54 Where academic programs are offered
agway from a campus, library services

~ shall be provided in accord with ACRL's
“Guidelines for Library Sercices to Ex-
tension Students™ (See Appendix 3I).

Commentary on Standard 5

The primary purpose of college library ser-
vice is to promote the academic program of the
parent institution. The successful fulfillment of
this purpose will require that librarians work
closely witl: teaching faculty to gain an inti-
mate knowledge of their educational objectives
and methods and to impart to them an under-
standing of the services which the library ran
tender. Both skill in library. use and ease of ac-
cess to. materials can encourage library use, but
the niajoc stimulus for students to- use the li-
brary has always been, and likely always will
be, the instructional methods wsed in the class-
won. Thus close wooperation between librari-
ans and classroom instructors is essential.

Such cooperation does not <ome about for-
tuitously; it must be a planned and structured
activity, and it must be assiduously sought. It

will require not only that librarians participate
in the academic planning councils of the institu-
tion but also that they assist teaching facuity
in appraising the actual and potential library
resources available, work ¢losely with them in
developing library services for new courses and
new pedagogical techniques, and keep them in-

-formed of new library capabilities.

A key service of a college library is the in-
troduction and interpretation of ;ibrary materi- -
als to patrons. This activity takes several forms.
The . first form is instruction in bibliography and
in the use of information tools. It will also fa-
miliarize patrons with the physica facilities of
the library, its services and collections, and the
policies and conditions which govem their use.
Bibliographic instruction and orientation may.
be given-at-many levels of sophistication and
may use a variety of instructional methods and
materials, including course-related instruction,
separate courses with or without credit, group
or individualized instruction, utilizing print or
non-print materials.

The second basic form which interpretation
will take is couventional reference work where-
in individual patrons are guided by librarians

in their appraisal of the range and extent of the
libgary resourres available to them for learning

2nd research, in the most effective narshalling
of that material, «=d in the optimal utilization
of libraries. Most library interpretative work' is
of thiz kind.

The third major genre of library interpreta-

"tion is the delivery of informatiog itself. Al-

though obviously inappropriate in the case of

" student searches which are purposeful segments

of classroom assignments, the actusl aGelivery
of information—as distinct from guidance to
it——is a reasonable library service in almost all
other conceivable situations.

As regards the circulation of tibrary materi-

- als, the general trend in recent years has been

toward longer loan periods, but these period-
must be determined by lozal conditions which
will include size of the collections, the number
of copies of a book Leld, and the extent of the
user community. Circulation should be for as
long periods as are reasonable without jeopard-
izing acces: to materials by other qualified pa-

“trons. This overall goal may prompt some insti-.

tutions to estzblish variant or unique loan peri-
ods for differc:: titles or classes of titles. What-
ever loan policy is msed, however, it should be
equitably and uniformly administered to all '
qualified categories of patrons.

Locally-held library resources should be ex-
terded and enhanced in every way possible for
the* benefit of library patrons. Both the quan-
tity and the accessidility of reading materials
can be extended through the provision of inex-

_pensive ineain; of photocopying within the laws

regarding  copyright. Local  resources should
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235 be extended through the provision and en-
couragement of reciprocal arrangements with
other libraries as through the “National Inter-
library Loan Code 1968” and joint-access con-
sortia. Beyond its own local constituency every
library also has a responsibility to make its
holdings available to other students and schol-
ars in at leas! t.:ee ways—in-house consulta-
i “tocopy, ai:d through interlibrary loan.

+ “mber of hours per week that library

* such factors as whether the college
» . urban or rural setting, teaching meth-
ody, used, conditions in the dormitories, and
whether the student body is primarily resident
or commuting. In any case, library s~heduling
should be responsive to reasonable local need,
not only during term-time week-days but also
on weekends, and, especially where graduate
work is offered, during vacation periods. In
many institu‘ions readers may need access to
study facilities and to the collections during
more hours of the week than they require the
personal services of librarians. The public’s
need for access to librarians may range upward

to one hundred hours per week, whereas.

around-the-clock access to the library’s collec-
tious and/or facilities may in some cases be
warranted.

Special library problems exist for colleges
that provide off-campus instructional programs.

Students in such programs must be provided .

with library services in accord with ACRL's
“Guidelines for Library Senices to Extension
Students.” These Guidelines require that such
services be financed on a regular_basis, that a
librarian be specifically charged with the deliv-
ery of such services, that the library implica.
tions of such programs be considered before
program approval, and that courses so taught
encourage library use. Such services, which are
especially important at the graduate level, must
be furnished despite their obvious Jogistical
problems.

STANDARD 6:

. Facwrries

6 The college shall procide a library building
containing secure facilities for housing its
resources, adequate space for administra-
tion of those rescurces by staff, and com-
fortable quarters and furnishings for their
utilization by patrons. ‘ ‘

6.1 The size of the library building shall be de-
termined by a formula (See Formula C)
which takes into account the enrolly :nt of
the college, the ettent and nature of its
coilections, and the size of its staff.

6.2 The shape of the library building and the
internal distribution of itz fecilities and ser-
vices shall be determined by function.

L
e

“ires 7 ould be available will vary, depend--

6.3 Except in unusual circumstances, the col-
lege library’s collections and services shall
be administered within a single structure.

Commentery on Standard 6

Successful library service presupposes an
adequate library. building. Although the type
of building provided will depend upon the
character and the aims of the institution, it

should in all cases present secure facilities for

housing the library’s resources, sufficient space
for their administration by staff, and comfort-
able ‘quarters and furnishings for their utiliza-
tion by the public, all integrated into a func-
tional and esthetic w™ole. The college library
building should repre..nt a conscious planning
effort, involving the librarian, the college ad-
ministration, and the architect, with the librari-

an responsible for the preparation of the build- .

ing program. The needs of handicapped pa-
trons should receive special attention in the de-.
signing of the library building.

Many factors will enter into a determination
of the quality of a library building. They will
include such esthetic considerations as its loca-
tion on the campus. the grace with which it re-

‘lates to its site and to neighboring structures,

and the degree to which it contributes esthet-

“jeally to the desired ambience of the campus.
They will also include suc . internal characteris- -

tics as the diversity and appropriateness of its
accommodations and fumishings, the functional

“distribution and interrelationships of its spaces,

and the simplicity and economy with whica it
can be utilized by patrons and operated by
staff. They will include moreover such physical
characteristics as the adequacy of its aconstical
treatment and lighting, the effectiveness of its
heating and cooling plant, and the selection of
its movable equipment.

Decentralized library facilities in a colleg=
have some virtues; and they present some difh.
culties. Primary among their virtues is their
adjacency to the laboratories and offices of
some teaching faculty members within their ser-
vice purview. Primary among their weaknesses
are their fragmentation of unity of knowledge,
their ve'ative isolation from library users (other
than aforementioned faculty), the fact that
they can seldom command the attention of
qualified staff over either long hours during a
week or over a sustained period of time, and
the excessive costs of creating duplicate cata-
logs, periodical lists, circulation services, and
attendant study facilities. Where decentralized
library facilities are being cousidered, these
costs and benefits must be carefully compared.
In geners), experience has shown that except
where long distances-are involved, decental-
ized library facilities are at the present time un-
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likely to b= in the best pedagogical or economic
interests of a college.

-1

as the main channel of formal communi-
cation Dbetween the library and its user
community.

STANDARD 7: 74 The library shall mwintain written pol-
ADMINISTRATION icies and procedure manuals cocering in-
ternal library goternance and operational
The collece library shall be administered activities. L
in @ manner which permits and encour- 7.4.1 The library shall maintain a systematic
ages the fullest and most cffectice use of and continuous program for ecaluating
available library resources. its performance and for identifying need-
The statutory or legal foundation for the ed improvements.
library's acticities shall be recognized in 74.2 The library shall decelop statistics not
writing. only for purposes of planning and control
The college librarn.shall be a member . but also to aid in the preparation of re-
f the library fac.lty and shall report to ports designed to inform its publics of its
the president or the chief academic of- accomplishments and probler =,
ficer of the institution. 75 The library shail decelop, :eek out, and

1 The responsibilities and authority of the
college librarian and procedures: for his
appointment shall be defined in writing.
There shall be a standing advisory com-
mittee comprising students and members
of the tea: “ing faculty which shall serve

utilize cooperative progran.s for purposes
of either reducing its operating costs or
enhancing its services, so long as such
programs create no unreimbursed or un-
reciprocated costs for other libraries or
organizaticns. :

FORMULA C—

The size of the college library building shall be calculated on the basis of a fonnula
which takes inte consideration the size of the student body, requisite administrative space,
and the number of physical volumes held in the collections. In the abser.ce of cunsensus
among librarians and other educators as to the range of noa-book services which it is
appropriate for libraries to offer, no generally applicable formulas have been developed for
calculating space for them. Thus, space required for a college library’s_non-book services
and materials must be added to the following calculations: .

a. Space for readers. The seating requirement for the library of a college wherein less
than £fty percent of the FTE enrollment resides on campus shall be one for each five
FTE students; the seating requirement for the typical residential college library shall
be one ‘rr each four FTE students; and the seating requirements for the library in the
strong, liberal arts, honors-o-ierted college <' all be one for each three FTE students.
In any case; each library seat shall be assiumed to require twenty-five square feet of
flour space. . .

b. Space for books. Space required for books depends.in part upon the overall size of
the bosk collection, and is calculated cumulatively.as follows: .

Square Feet/Volume

For the first 130,000 volumes 0.10
For the next 150,000 volumes 0.09
For the next 300,000 volunes 0.08
... For holdings above 600,000 volumes 007

c. Space for administration. Space required for such library administrative activities as
acquisition, cataloging, staff offices, catalogs, and files -" all be or.x-fourth of the sum of
the spaces needed for readers and bocks as calenlated under (a) and (b) above,

This tripartite formnla indicates the net assignable area necessy for ‘all library services
except fur non-book services. (For definition of “net assignable area” sce “The Measure-
ment and Comparison of Physical Facilities for Libraries,” produced hy ALA’s Library
Adininistration Division. See Appendix 11.) Libraries which provide 100 percent as much
net assignable area as is called for by the formula shall qualify for an A rating a., regards
quantity: 75-99 percent shall warrant a B; 60-74 percent shall be dnue a C; and 50-59
pereent <dall warrant a D.
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7.6 The library shall be cdministered in ac-
cord with the spirit of the ALA “Librery
Bill of Rights.” { See Appendix II.}

Commentary on Standard ¥

Much of the commentary on general admin-
istration of the college library' is gathered un-
der the several other Standards. Matters of per-
sonnel administration, for example, are ~dis-
cussed under Standard 4, and fiscal administra-
tion is glossed under Standard 8. Some impor-
tant aspects of library management, however,
must be considered apart from the other Stan-
dards. .

Primary among administrative considerations
which are not part of other Standards is the
matter of the responsibilities and authority both
of the library as an organizaticn and of the col-
lege librarian as a college officer. No clear set
of library objectives, no tenable program of col-
lection de clopment, no defensible libran- per-
sonnel policy can be developed unless there is
Grst an articulated and widespread understand-
ing within the college as to the statutory, legal
or other basis under which the library is to
function. This may be a college bylaw, or a
trustee minute, or a public law which shows the
responsibility and fow of authority under
which the library is empowered to act. There
must also be a derivative document defini-iz the
responsibility and authority vested in fue ofce
of the college kibranian.. This docursent may
also be statutorily based and should :pe’i out.
in addition to the scope and nature of hi. du-
ties and. powers, the procedures for his appoint-
ment and the focus of his reporting responsi-
bilits. Experience has shown that, for the clos-
est coordination of l:brary activities with: the in-
structional program, the college librarian: should
report either to the president or to the chief of-
ficer in charge of the academic afairs f the -
stitution. i v

Although the successful college livrary must
strive for excellence in all of its communica-
tiuns, especially those of an informal nature, it
must also have the benefit of 2n advisory z. -
miltee representing its’' user ' community. This
committee—ef which  the college librariaa
should be an ex officio member—should seive
as the main channel of formal communicziion
between the library and its publics and shonid
be used to convey both an awareness to Yae li-
brary of its patrons’ concems, perceptions, 2ad
needs. and an understanding to patrons of the
library™s capabilities and problems. The cha:ge
to the committee should be specific, and it
should be in writing.

Many of the precepts of college libranv 2d-’

ministration are the same as those for the ad-
ministration of any other similar enterprise. The
writing down of  polities and the preparation
of procedures manuals. for example, arc re-

R

quired for best management of any organiza-
tion so as to assure uniformity and consistency
of action, to aid in training of staff, and to con-

““tribute to public understanding. Likewise sound

public relations are essential to almost any suc-
cessful service organization. Although often ob-
served in their omission, structured programs
of performance evaluation and quality control
are equally necessary. All of these administra-
tive practices are important in a well managed
library. :

Some interlibrary cooperative efforls have
tended in local libraries to enhance the quality
of service or reduce operating costs. Labor-shar-
ing, for example, through cooperative process-
ing programs has been beneiicial to many li-
braries, and participation in the pooled owner-

-ship of seldom-used materials has zelieved pres-

sure on some campuses for such materials to be
collected loczlly. The potential values of mean-
ingful cooperation among libraries are suffcient
to require that libraries actively search out and
avail themiselves of c~operative programs that
will work in their interests. Care should be
takea, however, to assure that a recipient li-
brary reimburse, either in money or in kind, the '
full costs of any ni¥:+ justiution that supplies
its service, unler irse the supplying ine
stitution i speei % sarged and funded so
20 make its servier . w. ole. ;

Callege librasivs [ .ld be impenvious to the
pressuzes or edorts of any special laterest
group, or individuals to shape thair ~olfections
and services in accord with special pleadings.
This principle, first postulat=d by the American
1,ibracy Asscciation in 1239 as the “Library Bill
of Rights,” should govern the administration of
every coilege libe.ov and be given the full pr.
tectinn ¢f all prrent fnsCitutions.

Srasivann 8:
L3 3CET

8 The college librarign shall. have the re-
sponsibility for preparing. defending, and
administering 242 tibrary budget in accord
with agreed-up~a vbjectives.

8.1 The axwowvat of she libiary 2propristion
shall expwesy = relat.omFiy to the total fn-
stitutic.:a! tudget for educational and geri~
eral iz or2s. :

82 The libraran sha! pace sole cuthority to

Lpportion funds und iitiate expenditures

within the iibrase approved bndget, in ac-

co-d with institutional policy.

The library shall maintgin such internal ac-

counts ar cre ner vsssry for cpproing its

inccices j~r pay.aent, monitoring ils ern.-
cumberances, and - eraluating the flow of
its exnendituses.

f

-

Commenta-, os Jiéndard §

The libr=sy *adget is & function of program
planning and t-nds to define the Library s cdice-
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tives in fiscal terms and for a stated interval of
time. Once azreed to by the college administra-
tion, the obijectives formulated under Standard
1 should constitute the base upon which the li-

oo dran's budaet is developed. The degree to
.~ whicly the ¢allege I» able to fund the library in

accord with its objectives is reflected in the re-
latonskip of the libizsy appropriation to the
total edutrational and geoaral hudget of the col-
lee. Experience has shown shat Lbrary bud-
gebs, exclusive of capital covts and the costs of
physival mzintenance, which fall below six per-
cent of the college’s total educational and gen.
eral expe “ditures are seldom able to sustain the
range of library programs required by the insti-
tut.on. This percentage moreover wili run con-
siderably higher during periods when the li-
brary is attempting to overcome past deficien-
cies, to raise its “grade”™ on collections and staff
as defined elsewhere in these Standards, or to
meet the information needs of aew ncademic
programs. :

The adoption of formulas for prepuration of
budget estimates and for prediction of library
expenditures over periods of time are relative-
ly common, especially - amony public institu-
tions. Since such formulus can oftzn provide
a gross approtimation of needs, they- are useful
for purposes of Jong-range planning, but they

frequently fail tc take into account local cost -

variables, and they are seldom able to respond
pronmiptly to unanticipated market inflation or
changes in enrollment. Thus they should not be
wed, except as indicators, in definitive budget
development. : ’

Among the variables which should be con-
sidered in estiating 2 Jibrarys Imdget re-
quireinents are the following:

1. The scope, sature, and level of the col-
lege curriculum; . ’

2, Iasstructonad ‘vods pse, especially as
they relate to inde:aciznt study;:

3. The adequucy of existing collections and
the publishing rate in fields pertinent o the
curricahun: ;

4. The size, or anticipated size, of the stu-
dent body and teaching faculty; .

5. The adiyuacy and availability of other li-

. brary resources in the locality to which the li-

br.sy has cuntrcted acvess;

6. The ranve of services offered by the li-
brary, the nuber of service points naintained,
thy number of hours per week that service &
provided, et .

7. The cutent to which the librry already
meets the Standards defined in these pages.

Provedunes for the preparation aud defense
of budzet otimates, policies on Iudget up-
provitl, und rexmlations concerning accounting
and expenditures may vary from one iustitn-
tion or jurisdiction to- anuther, and the college
librarian st know and confonn to local prac-
tive. In any dircamstance, however, sound pric-

tices of planning and. control require €2 .

librarian have sole respousibility and awd™ .y
for  the allocation—aund within celiege -,
the reallocation—of the Jibrary Indg® a3

initintion of cypenditures against jt. 0 -5 g
upon local factors, between 35 angd . - reent

of the library’s Indget is ponally allocated to
the purchase of waterials, and between 50 and
G0 percent is cipended for personned.

The preparation of budget estimates may be
made on the basis of past expenditures and ai-
ticipated ueeds, comparison with  siilar " -
Lraries, or statistical nonns and standards. More
soplisticated  techmigues for detailed  analysis
of costs by library productivity, function, ar
progran—as_distinet from itemns of expenditure
—have been attempted in some libraries. Such
prucedures require that the library  develop
quantitative methods by which o prepare esti-
wates, analyze perfonnance, and detennine the
relative priority of services rendered, Although
this kind of budgeting, once refined, may lead
to more effective fiseal control aud greater ac-
conntability, libraries geverally have thus far
had too limited experience with program bud-
getiug or input-output’ analysis tw permit their
widespread adoption at this time, '

APPENDIX 1
List of Ficlls

- (Comnt each line as one progeaws )

Advertiving :
Afro-American/Black Stodics
Agricultuze & Natural Resorees
Agricultural Biology
A ricultural Business
Agrcultural Chemistry
Agricultural Economuics
Agricultuzal Education
Agricultural Engineeriug:
See Eusttinecring
Agrieniture
Agronomy
Aninzd Scienee
Crup Scienee: See Agronomy
Pairy Szicuee
" Fishersies
Food Indusiries
Forestry
Fruit Scienee and fudustry
haemmational Agriculture
Mechanized Agricultnre
National Resonrees Mamigement
Oruamental Horticulture
Poultry Iuchistsy
Hange Matagzement
Sail Svience
. Vterimary, Pre- ‘
Watenhed Management
Wildlife Miunagement
American Studies
Anthropology
Architecture {See
scaps Archd

so CGity Phe: Eugr.; Land-

1R2
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Art

Art History

Asian Studies (See alsn East Asian)
Astronomy

Behavioral Sciences
Bilingual Studies
Hiochemistry
Biology, Biological Scientes See alwo Botany,
Microbiology. ete.) '
Biclogy and \Mathematics
Black Studies: See Afro-American
Botany
Business Adininistration
Accounting
Business Administration
Business Economics
Business Education
Business, Special interest
Business Statistics
Data Processing
Finance
Hotel and Restaurant Management
Industrial Relations
Information Systems: Listed alphabetically
under “[” ‘
Insurance
International ( World) Business
Management ( Business)
Marketing ( Management)
Office Administration
Operations Research
{Management Science)
Personnel Management
Production/Operations Management
Public Relations A
Quantitative Methods
Real Estate
Secretaria] Studies
Transportation Management
Cell Biology
Chemical Phvsics
Chemistry
Chinese
City/Regional /Urban Planning ~
Classics
Comimuuiications
Conmmunicative Disorders
See Speech Pathology
Comparative Literature
Computer Science
Correctionis; See Criminal Justice
Creative Writing
Crime, Law and Society
Criminalistics ( Forensic Scirnce )
Crimindl Justice Administration
Criminal Jugtice—Correctinns
Criminal Jusi: soweSecurity
Critninology
Cybernetic Systems
Dance
Dietetics and Food Administration
Drama (Theater Arts)
Earth Sciences
East Asian Studies
Ecology/Environmental Biolon
{Sec also Environmental Studies}

Economics
183

Education
Adult Secondary
Child Developnient
Counseling/Guidance
Curriculum and Iesiruction
Culturally Disadvansaged
Deaf
Education
Educational Adminjstration
Educational Foundations and Theory
Educutional Psychology
Educational Research
Educational Supervision
Elementary Education
Gifted .
Health and Safety
Instructional Mediy
( Audio-Visual)
Learning Disabilities
( Handicapped)
Mentally Retarded
Orthopedically Handicapped
Feading Instruction
School Psychology: See Psychology -
Secondary Education ‘
Special Education
Special Education Sypervision
Special Interest ‘
Visually Handicapped
Visually Handicapped:
Orientation and \{obility
Engineering
Aeronautical Engineering. Aerospace
Maintenance
Aeronautics { Operations)
Agricultura
Air Conditioning, Ajr Pollution:
See Env..onmenta] Engineering
Architectural
Biomedical Engineering
Chemical
Civil
Computer
Construction
Electrical
Electrical/Elec:t e
Electronic
Engineering
Engineerirg Meats: i
Engineerin, Mre. 2
Enginegrisg o7 0
Engir+=ring §2Chach gy
Envitenmevdal
Environmental Easeirees
Industrial Adminiytration
Industrial Engineering
MMeasurement Science
\Mechanical
Metallurgical
Nuclear
Ocean
Structural
Surveying and Photogramn
Systems
Transportation
Water Pollution: See Environmeiital
AVater Resources

and
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Enzlish

English as a Secor.d Language

Entomology

Eavironmental Studies

Ethnic Studies (See also Afro--\mencan and
Mexivan-American)

European Studies

Etpxmne Arts: See Fine and Creative Arts

Fim

Fine and Creative Arts

Foods and Nutrition: See Dietetics

French

Genetics

Geography °

Geology

Government: See Political Science

Govemment—Journalism

Graphic Communications (anmg)

Craphic Design

Health and Safet\ See Education

Health, Public { Environmental)

Health Science

History

Heme Economics

Hotel Management: See Business

Humanities ‘

Human Developuient

Human Services

Hutchins School

India Studies. |,

Industrial Arts .

Industrial Desizn

Industrial Technology

Information Systems

Interior Design

International Relations

Tealian

}aparese

Journalism ( see also Communications)

Landscape Architecture

Language Arts

Latin American Studies

Law Enforcement: See Cnmmal Justice

Liberal Studies .

Library Science

Linguistics

Literature ( See also English)

\M.rine Biology

Marriage and Family Counseling

Mass Oommumcatlom See Comzrummnom

Mathematics

Mathematics, Applied

Medical Biolozy: See Medical Laboratory
Technology

Medical Laboratory Technology (Clinical
Science }

Meteorology

Mexican-American/La Raza Studies

Microbiology

Music Education

Music ( Liberal Arts)

Music (Performing)

Natural Resources: Sre Agriculture I

Natural Science

Numnsing {See also Health Sciences)

Oceupational Therapy

jed

Oceanography
Park Administration
Philosophy
Philosophy and Rehgmn
Physical Education
{Men)
{Women)
Physical Science
Physical Therapy
Physics
Physiology
Police Science: See Criminal Justica
Political Science

" Psychology

Clinical
College Teaching
Developmental
Educational: See Education
Industrial
Physiological
Psychology
Research
School
Social
Public Administration
Public Relations: See Business :uategory or
Communications degrees
Radiological and Health Physics
Radio—Television { Telecommunications)
Recreation Administration
Rehiabilitation Counseling
Religions Studies
Russian-
Russian Area Studies
Social Sciences (See ikio Anthropology, Soci-
ology, etc.)
Social Welfure and Services
Sociology
Spanish.
Special Major
Speech and Drama
Speech Communication
Speech Pathology and Audlology
Communicative Disorders
Statistics
Theater Arts: See Drama
Urban Planning: See City Planning
Urban Studies -
Vocational Edncation
Zoology
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APPENDIX II
Other Works Cited

“[ACRL] Standards for Faculty Status for
College and University Librarians.” College
and Research Libraries News {September
1972), 33:210-12.

“[ACRL] Guidelines for Library Services to
Extension Students.” ALA Bulletin (January

- 1967), 61:50-55.

~ “The Measurement and Comparison of Physical

Facilities for Libraries™; typescript. Chicago:
American Library Association, Library Ad:
ministration Division, 1969, 17pp.

“Library Bill ¢f Rights.” ALA Handbook of
Organization 1974-1975. p.93.

“National Interlibrary Loan Code; 1965.” Chi-
cagd: American Library Associabon. Refer- .
ence and Adult Services Division. 4pp.

The “Standards for College Libraries” were
first prepared by a committee of ACRL and
promulgated in 1959. The present 1957 revision
was prepared by the ACRL Ad Hoc Cormittee
to Revise the 1959 Standards. Members were
Johnnie Givens, Austin Peay State Unicersity
(Chairman); Dacid Kaser, Craducte Library
School, Indiana Unicersity (Profect Director
and Editor); Arthur Monke, Bowdoin College;
‘Dacid L. Perkins, California State Unicersity,
Northridge; James W. Pirie, Lewis ¢ Clark
College; Joasper G. Schad, Wichita State Uni-
versity; and Herman L. Totten, School of
Librarianship, University of Oregon.

The effort was supported by a ]. Morris
Jones—\World Book Encyclopedia—ALA Goals
AtCuiae. - :

Copies of these Standards are acailc’ 2, upon
request, from the ACRL Office. 50 £. Huron
St., Chicago, IL 60611. .
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